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SENATE. 

TUESDAY, February 15, 1921. 

(Legislatit·e ilay of ]fonilay, Feb'?-uary '14, 1921.) 

The "Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on the ~xpir.ation df the 
recess. 

~~AMINO .A. l>nESIDIXG OFli'IC~R. 

The Secretary (George A. Sanderson) read the following 
communication: 

!J.'o the &!>NATE : 

THE U~ITED STATES SE.'A'TE, 
.PRESIDENT l"RO TEMl?ORE, 

Washington, D. 0., FebnLary 15, 1921. 

B e1ng temporarily absent ftom the Senate, I appoint HoLI. CHARLES 
'tunTis, a 'Senator from the S tate of Kansas, to p-ei'form the duties of 
the Chair 1()r the remainder of tlli" legislative day. 

ALBRRT ll. CUMMINS, 
President pro temp.ore. 

1\lr. CURTIS thereupon took the chair .as Presiding Officer. 
CALL OF THE P...o:r..L. 

1\Ir. Kil'\G. :1\l'r. President, I suggest the absence of n quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFIOER. The Secretary will call the 

..roll. 
The reading clerk called the roll, .and the following Senators 

an ·wered to their names: 
Ashurst Gooding 1\IcCumber 
Ball Gronna McKellar 
Brn.ndegee Hale McLean 
Calder flarris McNal'y 
Capper Harrison Moses 
Col t Heflin Nelson 
Culberson Henderson New 
Curtis JohnSO.,!!l Calif. Overman 
Dj'll Jones, wash. Fhipps 
TJHlingbam Kellogg Pittman 
Ji.:d:;e Kendrick Poindexter 
Elkins Kenyon PomerQne 
Fernald Keyes Ran dell 
:Fletcher KiDg ·Rce<l 
.Frelinghuysen Knox Sheppard 
Gay La Follette Simmons 

'Gerry Lenroot Smith, Miz. 
'Glass Lodge Snrtth, Ga. 

Smith, S.C. 
Smoot 
Spoocer 
Stanley 
Sterling 

uthe-rla:nd 
Swanson 
Thomas 
Townsend 
Tralnmell 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, .M()nt. 
Warren 
Williams 
Willis 
Wolcott 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Se~nty-one Senato1-s hnve re
sponded. A quorum is present. 

'CREDENTIALS. 

1\Ir. LODGE presented the credentials of WI.I;.LIAM -p, Dn.uNo
HaM, elected a Senator from the State of Vermont for the term 
of six years beginning on Mru·ch 4, 1921, which were read and 
ordered to be filed, n.s ..follow:s: 

STA~E OF "'VERMONT. 
'this 1s 'to certifY that ·on the 2d day o'f NovMnber 19.20, W'rLLU.M P. 

i)rLu:s-GHAM was dUly elected lly the people of the State of Vermont n 
Senator from said State to Te}lresent SAid fltate 1n the Senate of 'the 
United States £or the term of six yeats, beginning .on the Mh day of , 
March, 1921. 

Witness his excellency our governor, Jaines Hartness, and our seal 
hereto affixed at Montpelier this lOth day of .F.ebrunry, in 'the ye:~.r of 
our Lord 1921. 

By the governor : 
[SEAL.] IlA'IlR'Y A. 'BLACK, 

8ecretttry of s.tate. 
DgF!C!ENClES IN PG TAL 'Stm'VICE, 10.20 (.S. MC. t\o: 3113). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senam a com
munication from the 'Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting 
two communications from the Postmaster General submitting 
deficiency estimates of appropriations in the total smn of 
$1,!39::>,500 required by the 'Postal Sel"Yice for the 'fiscal year 
1920, which were referretl to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 
CLAIM OF THE PaWNEE TRIBE OF INDIANS OF OKLAHOMA (S. l)OC. 

NO. 305.) • 

The PRE..'UDING OFFICER .laid before the Senate a rom
lllUnication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting 
a communication from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
a supplemental estimate of appropriation in the sum of 
$312,811.27, with interest thereon from September 3, ~920, at 
the rate of 5 per cent per annum, in full settlement of the claim 
of the Pawnee Tribe of Indians, of Oklahoma, etc., which was 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

ST.ATIO::s'ERY FOR INTETIIOR DEP.A.RTJ.IENT, 1920 (13. DOC. NO • .3!>2). 

The .PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
comruunicu.tion from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
n supplemental estimate of appropriation ln. the sum of $40,000 
:required for stationery, fiscal year 1921, which wns ·referred to 
tthe Comniittee on Appropriations and ordered to be :printed. 

Sl1PPLE~IEN!'.A.L l!;S'rl::UA'l'E FOR DISTRIC'r Gl>"\"ERNMENT (S. DOC. 
NO. 394). 

The PRESIDING OFFIClnR laid before the Senate n com
municatioh from the Sec~tary of the Tre:asury, transmitting a 
communication from the Commissioners of the District of Co
lumbia submitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation in 
the sum of $"417,602 required by the government of the District 
of Columbia for the :fiscal year 1921, which wns referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. H. 
Ovnrhue) its as-sistant ~rolling clerk, announced that the House 
had passed a bill (H. n. 15975) making appropriations for the 
naTitl service for the fiscal year ending June SO, 1922, and for 
other pUI'posl's, in which it requested the concunence of the 
Senate. 

The message 'B.lso announced that the Bouse had pas e<1 a 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 472) making an appropriation ·to 
continue the valuation of the property of curriers, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further communicated to the Sennte the resolu
titms of the Rouse unanimously adopted as a tribUte to the 
memory of Hon. THoMAs STAPLEs MAnTIN, late a Senator from 
the State of Virginia. 

PETITIONS AND 1\!nfORLlLS. 

l\Ir. LODGE presented resolutions of Michael S. Walsh 
Council of American Association for the Recognition of the 
Irish Republic, of Norwood; Michael Davitt Council of American 
Association for the Recognition of the Irish Republic, of At
lantic; and :Michael Davitt Council cJf American Association for 
the Recognition of the Irish Republic, of Boston, all in the 
State of Massachusetts, protesting againSt the deportation of 
the lord mllyor of Cork, Irela.nd, Donal J. Callaghan, which 
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Itela.tions. 

He also presented a resolution of St. James Parish, and 
sundry Catholic societies, of Taunton, 1\lnss., remonstrating 
against the enactment of legisla.tidn creating a department of 
education, which was referred to the Oomtnittee on Education 
ancl Labor. 

He also presented memorials of the Ladies' catholic Benevo
lent Association, of Dorchester, and sundry citizens of North 
U:s:bridge, all in the State of Massachul!letts, remonstrating 
against the enactment of 1-egish:ttion creating a department of 
-education, which were refen:ed to the Committee on Eduention 
and l.Jabo't·. 

He also presented a resolution of the City Council of Fitch
burg, 1\Iass., favoring legislation to ·reduce the retail price of 
coal ·and pre"9"ent unreasohable increases in the futtlre, which 
was referred to the Committe~ on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. 'V ARREN presented a :resulution of the Rotary Club of 
Casper, Wyo., favol'ing united action by the United States and 
other Clu:istian Governments to stop Turkish ,atrocities, which 
was referred to the Committee on .Foreign Relations. 

1\ir. \VALSH of Montana presented a joint resolution of the 
Legislature of Montana, which was ordered to lie on the table, 
as follows: 

'lJN'l'rED STA'rlilS bF AIII~ltiCA., 
State of Monta!ta, ss: 

I, C. T. Stewart, selretu.l!y .of state of the State of Montana, do Mreby 
certi1y th:tt the following iS a true and correct copy of :m act entitled : 
~ j()int resolntion requesting the Senatt:lrs and Representatives of the 

State of Montana in the Congress Of the United Stntes to ll:md their 
sup!)(Jrt to the pru;sage of the bill now pending beforo Congress, known 
as the Chamberlain-McArthur bill, relating to the appropriation of 
additional -sums of mdney fat' extending Fede1'al aid in the construc
tion ()f post roails and for other tmrpo:;re.s; enacted by the seventeenth 
session of the Lggislati-ve Assembly Of the Stnte of Montana, and ap
J2roved by Jo10. M. Dixon, governor of said State, on the 8th day or 
Fetlt'uary, 1!)21.. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and amxeu the 
gt at seal of said State. 

bone at the city of Helena, the capital of said State, this Oth day 
<lf February, A. ·n. 1921. · 

c. T. STEW.\RT, 
Secretary of State. 

[SEAL.] 

By CLIFFono L. WaLKlllR. 

Stmnte joint resolution 4 . 
[lntt.oduced by Sie.,"iriedt.] 

Deputy. 

A joint re~olntlon requesting the Senators and Represehtatives of 
the State of Montana in the Congress of the United States to lend their 
support to the passage of the bill now pending Mfo're Congres.s, known 
as the Chamberlain~McArthur bill, relating to the appropriation of 
additional sums of money for extending Federal aiu In the construc
tion .of post toads .il.nd for other purposes. 
Whereas :there is now pl1nding bafore the C6ngress of the United States 

certain bills for the appropl'iating of additional suml!l for Federal 
aid in the construction of post roads, and for other purposea, and 
which said bills are designated the Chamberlain-McArthur bhl; and 
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Whereas the method of expending moneys of the United States for 
the construction of post roads in the United States and within the 
boundaries of the State of Montana, is upon a basis of equal amounts 
of money being expended by the Federal Government, together . with 
the State and county, which method has resulted in burdening the 
several counties of the State of Montana to a greater extent than is 
deemed just and proportionate: and 

Whereas the allotment of money made by the Federal Government under 
the existing Ia ws for Federal aid in the construction of road projects 
within the State of Montana has not at the present time been used 
because and on account of the inability of the State of Montana and 
the several counties therein to raise by appropriation an amount 
sufficient to equal the requirements of the present existing Federal 
aid act; and 

Whereas the Chamberlain-McArthur bill now before Congress will 
afford additional sums of money for the construction of highways 
within the State of Montana as well as in the forest reserves, Indian 
reservations, and across the Government lands still unoccupied within 
the State of Montana; and 

Whereas the provisions of the Chamberlain-McArthur bill will aid and 
assist the several counties of the State of Montana, and the State 
itself, in meeting the requirements of the Federal aid project for 
construction of roads and highways : Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Senate of the Seventeenth Legislative Assembly of the 

State of Montana (the House of Representatives concurring therein), 
That we do urge upon the honorable Senators and Representatives in 
the Congress of the United States from the State of Montana, that they 
use all honorable means for the passage of the Chamberlain-McArthur 
Act, to the end that the State of Montana may be aided and assisted 
in the construction of roads and highways in proportion to the amount 
of lands owned by the State with those owned by the Federal Govern
ment; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded by the secretary 
of the State of Montana to each of the honorable Senators and Repre
sentatives in the Congress of the United States, and to the Senate and 
House of Representatives of the Congress of the United States. 

Approved February 8, 1921. 

NELSON STORY, Jr., 
President of the Senate. 

PERCY F. DODDS, 
Speaket· of the House pro tempore. 

Jos. M. DrxoN, Governor. 
Filed February 9, 1921, at 9.15 o'clock a. m. 

C. T. STEWART, Secretary of State. 
Mr. MYERS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Park 

County, Mont., remonstrating against the enactment of legisla
tion increasing the duty on wrapper tobacco, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WILLIS presented memorials of sundry citizens of Bur
kettsville; sundry citizens of Mercer County; St. Joseph Court, 
No. 433, Catholic Order of Foresters, of Columbus; Ladies' 
Auxiliary No. 168, of Knights of St. John, of Cincinnati; 
Catholic Community League, of Zanesville; executive com
mittee of the Archdiocesan Union of the Holy Name Society, of 
Cincinnati; Conneaut Council, No. 267, Knights of Columbus, 
of Conneaut; St. George Comma~dery, No. 98, Knights of 
St. John, of Columbus; St. Augustine Branch, No. 49, the 
Catholic Knights of Ohio, of Cincinnati; and the Holy Cross 
Court, No. 1456, Catholic Order of Foresters, of Columbus; all 
in the State of Ohio, remonstrating against the enactment of 
legislation creating a department of education, which were 
referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. GRONNA, from the Committee on Agriculture and Fores
try, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10311) to further 
amend section 8 of an act entitled "An act for preventing the 
manufacture, sale, or transportation of adulterated or mis
branded or poisonous or deleterious foods, drugs, medicines, 
and liquors, and for regulating traffic therein, and for other pur
poses," approved June 30, 1906, as amended by the act approved 
March 3, 1913, reported it with amendmen~. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM, from the Committee on Immigration, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 14461) to provide for the 
protection of the citizens of the United States by the temporary 
suspension of immigration, and for other purposes, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report (No. 789) thereon. 

Mr. TRAJ\fMELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3129) for the relief of Louisa Frow, re
ported it Viith an amendment and submitted a report (No. 790) 
thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill (S. 4637) for the relief of Griffith L. Johnson, reported it 
favorably without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
791) thereon. 

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills and joint resolution, reported them 
severally without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2838) for the relief of Philip S. Everest (Rept. No. 
792); 

A bill (H. R. 046) for the relief of Perry E. Borchers because 
of losses suffered, due to destruction of property and termina
tion of contract for services because of smallpox, while in the 
employ of the Navy Department in Cuba (Rept. No. 793); 

A bill (H. R. 1035) for the relief of the widow of Joseph C. 
Akin (Rept. No. 794); 

A bill (H. R. 6414) for the relief of Herman W. Schallert 
(Rept. No. 795) ; 

A bill (H. R. 8647) for the relief of the owners of the Ameri
can schooner William H. l::u .. mner (Rept. No. 796) ; 

A bill (H. R. 9840) for the _relief of Capt. E. V. Dickson 
(Rept. No. 797); 

A bill (H. R. 10598) for the relief of the First National Bnnk 
of Sharon, Pa. (Rept. No. 798) ; 

A bill (H. R. 11945) for the relief of w·. C. Stewart (Rept. 
No. 799); 

A bill (H. R. 12005) for the relief of Henry P. Corbin (Rept. 
No. 800); and 

A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 215) authorizing the legal heirs 
of certain officers of the United States Coast Guard who lost 
their lives when the Coast Guard cutter Tampa was destroyed 
in Bristol Channel September 26, 1918, to receive pay and allow
ances that would have accrued to said officers (Rept. No. 801). 

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4894) to provide longevity 
pay for Reserve officers and National Guard officers serving 
under orders of the War Department, reported it favorably with
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 802) thereon. 

STANDARD AMERICAN DREDGING CO. 

Mr. 1\IcCUl\IBER introduced a bill (S. 5012) for the relief of 
the Standard American Dredging Co., which was read twice by 
its title and referre<t to the Committee on Claims. 

RESTORATION OF ALIEN PTIOPEBTY. 

1\fr. KING introduced a bill ( S. 5013) to amend an act en
titled "An act to define, regulate, and punish trading with the 
enemy, and for other purposes," approved October 6, 1917, as 
amended, which was read twice by its title. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, in supporting the proposition to 
return the alien property seized by the Alien Property Cus
todian I do not abate my faith in the League of Nations or 
abandon the view that the United States will sooner or later 
become a member of the league. It is, however, apparent that 
the Versailles treaty in its present form will not be ratified by 
the Senate. Whether ratified or not, I believe that the prop
erty belonging to German and Aush·ian nationals seized under 
the trading with the enemy act should be restored to those to 
whom it belongs. 

The Versailles treaty imposed the obligation upon the German 
Government to compensate its nationals for the property which 
had been seized under the act of Congress. I believe that there 
was no intention when Congress passed the trading with the 
enemy act to deprive alien enemies of title to their property. 
It was not a confiscatory act. I believe it was the thought of 
Congress that the property should be held or sequestered until 
the termination of the war and that ultimately it would be 
returned to those from whom it bad been taken. 

The entire matter of disposing of the seized property rests 
with Congress. I am in favor of enacting an appropriate law 
under which transfer of the sequestered property may be 
effectuated. 

It is clear that a commission possessing judicial powers must 
be created and authorized to pass upon the claims which would 
be filed for the return of the property now held by the Al ien 
Property Custodian. Undoubtedly there would be such con
flicting claims that the United States would be compelled for 
its own protection to dispose of claims before the return of the 
property to those who may be adjudged to be legally entitled 
thereto. . 

Our Government has always taken advanced ground with re
spect to private property seized during periods of war. In the 
tr~ty of 1782 between the United States and Great Britain it 
was declared that it was "unjust and impolitic that debts and 
engagements contracted and made by individuals having con
fidence in each Mller and in the respective Governments should: 
ever be destroyed or impaired by national authority on ac
count of national differences and discontent." Property of 
Tories had been confiscated by the Colonies, but the United 
States by treaty provided that the collection of debts by British 
subjects should meet with no lawful impediment, and a policy 
was announced that the private property of subjects of the hel· 
ligerent nations should not be confiscated unless it was contm· 
band of war. Alexander Hamilton defended this policy in a :·gu
ments which excited the admiration of the publicists in his <lay, 
and they are still regarded as unanswerable. 

In the treaty of 1785 between the United States and Pruss!a, 
drawn by Franklin and proposed by the American commi<ssion
ers, John Adams, Franklin, and Jefferson, it was provided that 
in the event of war between the contracting parties the na• 
tionals of the belligerent nations engaged in certain occupations 
" shall be allowed to continue in their respective employments 
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and shall not be molested in their presence ; nor shall their 
houses or goods be burned or otherwise destroyed nor their 
fields wasted by the armed forces of the enemy in whose power, 
by the events of war, they may happen to fall." This was a 
clear exemption from hostile molestation or seizure of the per
sons, occupations, houses, or goods of certain aliens residing 
in the belligerent nations. This provision of the treaty was 
continued in the treaty of 1828 between the United States and 
Prussia. Chief Justice l\1arshall, in the case of Brown v. 
United States ( 18 Cranch, 109), states that " there can be no 
reason for maintaining that the public faith is more entirely 
pledged for the security of the property intrusted in the terri
tory of the Nation in time of peace if it be accompanied by its 
owner than if it be confided to the care of others." 

It is true that international-law writers have declared that 
war gives the sovereign the right to take the persons and con
fiscate the property of the enemy wherever found. But this 
rigid rule has been mitigated and has never received the sanc
tion of the American people. I recall that l\1r. Justice Clifford 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, in a case decided in 
that court, stated: 

In former times the right to confiscate debts was admitted as an 
acknowledged doctrine of the law of nations, and in strictness it may 
still be said to exist, but it may well be considered as a naked and 
impolitic right condemned by the enlightened conscience and judgment 
of modern tin:es. 

Alexander Hamilton, in discussing the treaty between the 
United States and Great Britain, said: 

No powers of language at my command can express the abhorrence I 
feel at the idea of violating the property of individuals which, in an 
authorized intercourse in time of peace, has been confided to the faith 
of our Government and laws, on account of controversies between na
tion and nation. • • • 

The Constitution of the United States declares that private 
property shall not be taken for public use without just com
pensation, and while it may be argued that this provision bas no 
application to the property of aliens whose country is at war 
with the Unitf'd States, nevertheless the spirit of this consti
tutional provision should be invoked to preserve such property 
from confiscation. In my opinion, the present rule of interna
tional law prohibits the confiscation of individual alien property 
found in belligerent nations at the outbreak of war, and it seems 
clear that the treaty between the United States and Prussia 
in spirit, if not in terms, protects the property of the nationals of 
each country in the event of war between those nations. The 
United States for many years has insisted upon exemption of 
all private property, not contraband of war, from hostile treat
ment. At The Hague conferences the American delegates were 
instructed to secure the adherence of the participants in the 
conferences to that principle an<l policy. 

l\1r. Choate, speaking for thB United States at The Hague in 
June, 1907, urged the assembled nations to adopt this proposi
tion: 

The private prcperty of all citizens or subjects of the. signatory 
powers, with the exception of contraband of war, shall be exe)]lpt from 
capture or seizure on the high sea by the armed vessels or by the 
military forces of any of the said signatory powers. But nothing 
herein contained shall extend exemption from seizure to vessels and 
their cargoes which may attempt to enter a port blockaded by the 
naval forces of any of the said powers. 

The United States, for many years, has welcomed aliens to 
our shores and has invited peoples of other lands to make in
vestments in our country. Billions of dollars of foreign capital 
has been invested in the United States. Railroads have been 
built, smelters erected, and factories and plants constructed, 
with capital supplied by persons who did not live under our 
flag, and were not citizens of our country. We welcomed Ger
man capital to America and it was employed in the develop
ment of our industries and c.ontributed to our national pros
perity. At the time of the outbreak of hostilities between the 
United States and Germany, there were hundreds of millions of 
dollars of German capital invested in the United States. Under 
the trading with the enemy act this property was seized. 
This property ~elongs to many thousands of people residing in 
Germany. Some of this property has been sold and the -pro
ceeds used for the purchase of Liberty bonds, but either the 
property or the proceeds derived from its sale, is in the hands 
of the Alien Property Custodian. It has not been confiscated 
or destroyed. It has been preserved during the war. We are 
now confronted with the question as to whether we shall retain 
the property or return it to its owners. It is stated by some 
that Americans have been wronged by Germany, that American 
ships have been sunk upon the high seas, and that Americans 
have lost their lives from wanton submarine attacks. All this 
is true, and Germany sh~uld be rriade to pay f9r thes~ injuries 
and wrongs. But wrongs of the German Go\ernment do not 
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in my opinion warrant the confiscation of the private property 
of German nationals. It would be " unjust and impolitic" and 
would contravene those higher conceptions of international 
morality and international duty which should obtain among 
nations in this enlightened age. The Government of the United 
States from the beginning has declared confiscation and seques
tration to be impolitic and unwise and has sought to obtain the 
acceptance of that view by all civilized nations. 

I have accordingly prepared a bill which will, if enacted into 
Jaw, result in the return of the property held by the Alien 
Property Custodian to the owners of the same. 

The bill is in the form of an amendment to the trading with 
the enemy act. This is done because its provisions are sup
plementary to and are related to certain sections of that act. 

The bill sets up a commission \vith judicial powers to deter
mine the rights of claimants to the property which was captured 
and seized by the Alien Property Custodian under the trading 
with the enemy act. The general structure and powers of the 
commission are based upon the precedent of the Spanish Claims 
Commission, which was created by Congress to adjudicate 
claims under the treaty of Paris, which concluded the· war 
between the United States and Spain in 1898. 

Sections 1 to 26, inclusive, prescribe the organization of the 
commission, its powers, and the procedure to be followed. The 
bill then provides for the return of property or the proceeds 
from the sale of property seized by the Alien Property Custodian 
to the several owners thereof, excepting property belonging to 
the Go\ernments of Germany, Austria, and Hungary, or to the 
former Government of Austria-Hungary. Claims for the return 
of this property or of the proceeds of sales thereof are to be 
filed within one year after the organization of the commission, 
and claims not filed within such a time are to be barred. 

In all cases the costs of administration and liquidation and 
other lawful expenses of the Alien Property Custodian are to be 
deducted or otherwise satisfied before property or proceeds are 
returned to the claimants. The payment ordered by the commis
sion operates as a full acquittance and discharge of the Alien 
Property Custodian, the Treasurer of the United States, and 
the United States in respect to any claim for or interest in such 
property, proceeds, or money, or eompensation for damage aris
ing from the capture or administration of such property under 
the trading with the enemy act. 

The commission is not to be appointed until after the declara
tion of peace between the United States and Germany, Austria, 
and Hungary, or the former Government of Austria-Hungary, 
and it is expected that the stipulations of peace will make ample 
arrangements for the payment of claims held by American citi
zens against the Governments of these countries for damages 
suffered both before and after the declaration of war by the 
United States. 

I move that the bill be referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

The motion was agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS. 

l\fr. JONES of Washington submitted an amendment proposing 
to appropriate $100,000 for emergency expenditures incident to 
the disposal of wind-thrown and intermingled- or adjoining tim
oor on the Olympic National Forest and for emergency measures 
necessary to protect from fire the timber on that forest, including 
the repair and construction of roads, fire lines, trails, telephone 
lines, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the general defi
ciency appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. TOWNSEND submitted an amendment providing that the 
river and harbor act approved March 2, 1919, be amended by 
eliminating the requirements of a 'deed to the United States of 
the docks extending from E to F and a strip 75 feet wide meas
ured back from the face of such docks, etc., touching the matter 
of completing improvement of Alpena Harbor, intended to be 
proposed by him to the river and harbor appropriation bi11, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

Mr. BORAH submitted an amendment authorizing the Presi
dent to invite the Governments of Great Britain and Japan to 
send representatives to a conference with a view to entering into 
an understanding or agreement by which the naval building 
program of the Governments of the United States, Great Britain, 
and Japan shall be substantially reduced annually during the 
next five years, intended to be proposed by him to the naval · 
appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on ' 
Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MOSES submitted an amendment proposing to appro
priate $79,758.89 for dry dock and accessories at the Norfolk 
(Va.) Navy Yard, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the 
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general deficiency -appropriation bill, which was referred to the 
CommittM on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

1\Ir. KNOX submitted an amendment proposing to increase the 
appropriation for militlH) post eichanges, etc., from $150,000 
to S350,000, and providing that not less than $200,000 of said 
sum shall be spent for the employment of corps area nnd depart
ment su~er'V'isors of women's relations, hostesses at Army 
posts, and travel expenses of said personnel, intended to be 
proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill, which was re
ferrred to the Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be 

[Mr. GERRY] which go to the very heart of the subject tulller 
discussion. To my mind the queries a're susceptible of perfectly 
clear and satisfactory reply, which will de-pend upon the point 
of view one takes of the taxing power of the Government. 

The Senator from North Dakota is an unqualified ad,·ocnte of 
the protective principle. He belie\es thoroughly in the doctrine 
of protecUon for protection's sake, and the questions which he 
propounded are, therefore, susceptible of but one an wer from 
the protection standpoint. If it is the duty of the Go\ernment 
to tax everybody for the benefit of everbody else, and that is 
what protection for protection's sake means if it means any
thing, then the logic of the Senator from • Torth Dakota is irre~ 
sistible and the farmer should share in whatever plundet· pro
tection can secure. 

printed. 
AMEi'l'DliE~T TO E:lll.'TIGENCY TARIFF BILL. 

l\Ir. JOHNSON of California submitted the following amend
ment inrended to be propo, ed by hi!n to House bill 15275, the 
emergency tariff bill, which wa.s ordered to lie on the table and 
be printed: 

On page 6, aft~r · line 24, 1nsert the following as a new paragraph : 
"(2!>) Hops, 3:! cents per pound; hop exuact, $3.20 per pound; hop 

lupulin, $4.80 per pound; hop oil, $16 per tluid ounce." 
FREIGHT TIATES ON PERISHABLE PRODUCTS. 

l\Ir. TRAl\DIELL submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 
451), which ,,......JS orderecl to lie over under the rule: 

Re8olvet:4 ~'hat the Interstate Commerce Committee of the Senate be, 
and it is hereby, requested to investigate the present high freight rates 
being charged on citrus fruits, vegetables, and other periShable farm 

\ products, w1th a view to bringing about early legislation th!!.t will result 
in a reduction of the existing freight rates on such perishable products. 

BOUSE DILL R:el?:£lt!tED. 

The bill (B. R. 15975) making appropriations for the naval 
service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, and for other 
purroses, was read twice by its title and referred to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

COLORED TTIOOPS IN THE FREXCH ARMY ( S. DOC •. NO. 3 9 7). 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Pre~ident, I desire to ask permission to 
ha-ve printed as a Senate document a report from the State 
Department which has been sent to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations relating to the colored troops in the French Army. 
I suggest that this be done merely as an act of comity and 
justice to a friendly nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

DISTinCT COURT FO:tt ALASKA. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I move that tile Bouse of Representati'tes 
be requested to return to the Senate the message of the Senate 
of Ff'bruary 9, 1921, announcing its disagreement to the amend
mats of the House to the bill (S. 4205) to amend section 4, 
chapter 1, of Title I of an act entitled "An act making further 
pro\-ision for a civil government for Alaska, and for other pur
poses," approved June G, 1900, as heretofore amended · by sec
tion 2 of an act entitled "An act to amend section 86 of an 
act to pro\ide a government for the Territory of Hawaii, to 
pro\ide for additional judges, and for other juillcial pur
poses," approved March 3, 1"909, and for other purposes, and 
asking a conference 'vitll the House on the disagreeing \Otes 
of the two Houses thereon together with the bill and the amend
ment of the Bous~ thereto. 

The motion was agreed to. 
EMERGENCY TARIFF. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask for the regular order. 
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con

. sideration of the bill (H. R. 15275) imposing temporary duties 
upon certain agricultural products to meet present emergencies, 
to provide revenue, and for other purposes.. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending amendment Will 
be. tated. 

The READI~G CLERK. The pending amendment is the amend-
ment of the senior Senaro:r from Utah [Mr. Sy-ooT] proposed 
as a substitute for tl:ie amendment reported by the Committee 
on Finance: 

In lieu of the atn~dment proposed by the committee relating to 
sugar sirups of cane juice, etc.,_ embraced in lines 13, page 4, down 
to :mel including line 16, page 5, msert the following: 

Sugars, tank bottoms, sirups of "Cane juice, melada, concentrated 
melada, concrete and concentrated molasses, testing bY the polariscope 
not above 75", seventy-one one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound, aml for 

, every additional degree shown by the polarlscoplc test, twenty-six one-
thommndtlls of 1 cent per pound additional. and tractions of u degr~ 
in proportion; molasses testing a:~ot abOve 40°, 15 per cent ad >alorelD. ; 
testing above 40° and not above 56°, 21 cents per gallon; testing above 
56°, 4l; cents per gallon ; sugar drainings and sugar sweepings shall 
be subject to duty as molasses or sugar, as the case may be, according 
to polariscopic test. That the duties in this paragraph he'rein imposed 
are in addition to the rates of duty imposed on such sugar by existing 
laws. and shall in no manner affect or impair such existing laws. 

:M:r. THO~fAS. 1\lr. President, just prior to the recess last 
.evening the Senator from North Dakota ll\Ir. McCUMBER] pro
;t>ounded one or two queries to the Senator from Rhode Island 

No man can deny from his standpoint that if the Rhode 
Island manufacturer is to be protected from foreign competi
tion the producer should be similarly protecte<l. That is the 
only possible method of establishing any sort of equity in the 
application of the protective principle to the business an<l the 
industries of the country. 

But to those who believe that protection should be an inci
dent to the revenue-raising powers of the GQvernment the an
swer must be an entirely different one, which, therefore, de
pends entil~ely upon the point of view. 

The need of the Government for revenue early found eX]_)reS· 
sion in statutes levying duties upon imports, the purpose th n 
being, ostensibly at least, to secure needed revenues for Gov~ 
ernment pm·poses. If, therefore, that be the basis for the exer
cise of the taxing' power, then the laws should be limited to 
those commodities which, if brought into the country, would 
yield a public revenue. Upon that assumption the exi tiug law, 
devoted as far as possible t-o the revenue theory, imposes duties 
upon manufactured products coming in competition with those 
of Rhode Island, not to protect the Rhode Island manufac
turer but to obtain revenue for the Government. There is, of 
course, an Incidental protection due to the impo ition of the 
duty, but tl1at is an unescapable consequence of levying it. 

Hence, if it be true that the power of the Government to levy 
taxes rests upon its need for revenue, taking into consideration 
nothing else, then the query propounded by the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. McCu:uBER] mu t be answered in the nega
tive. To my mind the distinction is perfectly apparent. 

Before I resume my seat, 1\lr. President, I wish to refer 
briefly to the speech of the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. 
SHEPPARD] on yesterday, calling the attention of the Senate to 
the legislati{}n of July 1, 1812, regarding the then existing tariff. 
He said: 

Legislation ought to ha-ve been enacted long ago to prevent such 
precipitate and so one--sided a decline. 

Raving reference to the precipitate and one-sided decline in 
agricultural products. Of course, that assumes that the Con
gre s has the power to legislate and by legislation to prevent 
the decline of prices. That is a fundamental defect in the argu
ment. When prices are falling all t11e world O\er, when the 
debauch is followed by the reaction the Senator might as well 
try to legislate against the headache of " the morning after " 
as ta legislate against the operation of nat-ural economic laws. 
It is an nssumption, l\lr. President, and a false assumption, 
which, however, is made as well by the people of the Unite<l 
States, for the reason that we ha'\e educated them into the 
belief. mrs, into the conviction, thn.t whatever goes wrong with 
them is due to imperfect legislation or tlte absence of legislation, 
and may be rectified by a statute; in other words, the "be it 
enacted" of a legi lative n embly is asserted to be the cure-all 
and the end-all in human ett'ort and in human conditions. 

The Senator from Texa refers to the act of July 1, 1812, as n. 
precedent for the bill we ure now considering. We are told that 
on that date--
the Democratic Party pnacted a tariff law levying dnties of 100 per cent 
In addition to all eXisting duties on imports, coverin~U m-anufactured 
and agricultural articles with but very few exceptions. 

I do not think the Senator has read that ~tatute very care
fully or he would not have made that statement. In t11e fir ·t 
place, it was a war mea ure; it was not designed to interfere 
with p1ices or to bring relief to classes. We had prenously de
clared war against Great Britain.. At that time the ad valorem 
percentage of eristing duty, if my recollection does not deceive 
me, was less than 10 per cent. The effect of that net was simply 
to increase the duties 100 per cent, wWch would make them still 
20 per cent, or about one-half of the prevailing ad '\alorem per
centages of the present Underwood tariff law. It wa.s aimed at 
Britis-h trade. The condition of bellige-rency consequent upon 
our declaration that a state of war e:ct ted naturally and neces
sarily suggested such legislation as might cripple the enemy. 
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It '\las not designed to reli~ve any class or to control the prices 
of any commodity. 

The Senator from Texas further says that this increase cov
ered "all manufactured and agricultural articles with but very 
few exceptions." On the contrary, the act was by its very terms 
expressly limited to those articles upon which the existing duties 
were imposed. At that time we had not progressed so far as to 
assume that a prohibitive tax, a duty leviefl_ upon agricultural 
products, would aid the industry. That is a subsequent political 
lleYelopment. The Senator, I think, will search the laws in force 
on July 1, 1812, in vain for the inclusion of any agricultural 
product. To cite that statute, therefore, a war measure, a 
revenue measure, a measure confined to the articles upon which 
duties were then imposed, as a precedent for the enactment of 
such extraordinary and remarkable legislation as embodied in 
this bill is to cite a precedent for '\\hich there is no justification. 
It is no precedent at all. 

The Senator, however, goes on to say: 
It was provided in this law that it should continue as long as the war 

:;hould last, and a year afterwards. 
That is true. The act was repealed on the 3d of l\1arch, 1815, 

and if the Senator can discover that its operation benefited a 
sinale farmer in the United States, then I will confess my error, 
and we should giYe it due consideration in our disposition of the 
pending measure. 

The Senator from Texas having committed himself to the 
protection theory-and let me say to him that be can not favor 
protection for the farmer and deny protection to the manufac
turer; he can not blow hot and cold upon this subject; the 
Senator from North Dakota is right; one must be either fish, 
fie ~h, or fowl upon this great economic problem; and the 
moment a Democratic Sen a tor commits himself to the doctrine 
of protection for the benefit of the farmer he must not expect 
to restrict his apostasy to a single class or a single product. 
Sooner or later he must apply that principle all along the line 
or recant his abandonment of its opposite. The Senator says: 

As for me, I have d€dicated myself to the especial service of agri
culture, with the conviction that in serving agriculture I serve this 
Nation in a truer Rense than would be the c.:tse with any other division 
of American industry. 

If lle means that, he is no longer a Senator of the United 
States. The needs of the Nation, whateYer tlley may be, how
ever vast or insistent. are subordinated and must be subordi
nated by the Senator to the agricultural interest of the coun
try, us he sees it. He is no longer even a Senator from the 
State of Texas; he can not represent all the \aried interests 
and industries of the pQpulation of that State if he proposes 
here, as he says he does, to dedicate himself to one particular 
interest. Indeed, I think when a man makes such a declaration 
in this Chamber he ceases to be a Senator at all; be simply be
come. a delegate, not a walking delegate but a rubber-stamp 
delegate, who proposes to place the seal of his approval upon 
those measures and a disapproval against those measures which 
a single interest informs him may be favorable or unfavorable 
to that interest. l\1r. President, whenever a majority of the 
Members of this body so dedicate and declare themselves there 
will be no longer need for the continued existence of the Senate. 
It will then become a distinct and dangerous obstacle to the 
public welfare. 

I try to represent the farmers of my State as best I can; I 
try also to represent the working elements of my State; I 
try to represent the business elements of my State, the pro
ductive elements, all the elements, all classes and conuitions 
of our men and women, whatever they may be. If I properly 
understand my duties, they sent me here for that purpose, and 
although elected by a majority of the people I became by virtue 
of my elE.ction the spokesman for and the representative of both 
those who sent me here and those who thought that some one 
else was better fitted for the position. 

The division of the people of the United States into classes, 
associations, and combinations for selfish purposes-and I use 
the term in no disrespectful sense--to secure IJenefits through 
legislation is absolutely iJiconsistent 'vith that unity of purpose 
and of progress without which the people of the United States 
can not survive. It is a dissolving, disintegrating influence 
which has entered into the very heart and body of our people. 
It constitutes a most serious menace to the future of the He
public. "U7hen it finds expression in the highest legislative 
body in the world, as it did on yesterday afternoon, then, 
indeed, is it time to call a halt and reconsider fundamentals, 
economic, social, and political, and determine whether ours is 
a union in fact or a union merely in name. 

l\1r. President, before I take my seat I desire to introduce as 
a part of my remarks an article entitled "Argentina and our 
tariff." This article was published in the New York Times of 
Sunday before last, and is from the pen of ,V. ,V. Davies, cor-

respondent of La Nacion, Buenos Aires. It gives a graphic 
account of the industrial conditions in Argentina, of the busi
ness which the United States has been transacting and is trying 
to develop with that great Republic, of the effect upon that · 
business which the di:ffc.-rence in exchange has created, and of 
the certain consequences which will follow once the emergency 
tariff bill becomes a law. It is not surprising to me, because 
if there is any sort of legislation which provokes reprisals it is 
extreme tariff legislation. 

Argentina, 1\fr. President, has a foreign business mounting 
into the hundreds of millions. of dollars. America secured the 
greater proportion of it during the war. It is reflected in our 
exports to that country, and our exports are reflected in t.lle 
consequent prosperous busi~ss conditions which always follow 
the extension of foreign trade. 

We are told here that Argentina, in the event of the enact
ment of this or similar legislation, must necessarily cease to do 
business with the United States, must necessarily find markets 
elsewhere, and must necessarily unite with other nations against 
which we propose to discriminate, and as a result our great 
expanding foreign trade with the first counh·y of South Amer
ica must first languish, then decay, and in all probability dis
appear. 

If that were all, the result would be disastrous. When, how
eyer, we consider the resentments, the hatreds, the animosities, 
the arousal of all the worst elements of human nature aaainst 
us at tlle very time that we are courting the friendshi~ and 
seeking common association with the Republics of the Western 
Hemisphere, we can only wonder at the folly and credulitv of 
human nature, that it will insist on the enactment of seifish 
commercial restrictive legislation at the expense of the com
merce and the good will of foreign nations. 

I ask that this article may be inserted in the RECORD. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\Ir. STERLING in the chair). 

Without objection, it will be so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

ARGF.ll\TIN.A AND OUR TARIFF. 

[By W. W. Davies, correspondent of La Nacion, Buenos .Aires.] 
There is no more interested spectator of the attempts to revh!<.> the 

American tarifi in an upward direction than .Argentina. Every move 
in the legislative program at Washington is being followed by this 
South American Republic with intense interest. In fact it may oe said 
that no legislation at Washington for years has been' regarded a-; so 
vitally affecting .Argentina's interests as this. The Argentinean re
gards the emergency tariff l<'gislation as aiming a definite blow nt .Ar
gentine exports to .America. l\Iore than that, he realizes that H this 
measure be passed the blow will be delivered at such an unfavor:J.ble 
time that it will mean a serious setback to .Argentina's external 1 rndc. 

. The reason for. Argenti!la's attitude i~ so simple that a schoolboy 
could understand It. Durmg the war th1s great South Armerican Re
public kept up a steady supply of exports to countries where they were 
badly needed. These exports exceeded Argentina's imports, with the 
result that even in the United States Argentine currency was quotPd at 
a premium. Within the past six months, however, the North American 
market for the principal exports of Argentina has slumped so badly 
that it has not been profitable to continue these exports in large quan
tities. The market in such commodities as wool, bides, and ~kins has 
fallen to such an extent that Argentina's export of these goods to the 
United States has fallen to a minimum. 

The inevitable result of this lessening of Argentine exports has been 
such a sharp variation in the balance of trade that Argentina's ex
change has suffered badly. One of the results of this has been a very 
definite reaction against importations from the United States, largely 
for the reason that with an exchange so unfavorable to Argentina many 
of the merchants there were absolutely unable to accept goods when 
they arrived from the United States. As a consequence, tremenoous 
quantities of exports from North America have been tied up at Buenos 
Aires, with the unavoidable result of business stagnation and many 
commercial failures. 

This brings us again to the question of the United States tariff. The 
Argentine producer has been looking forward to the time when a re
vival in buying of such commodities as he exports would permit the re
sumption of Argentine expot·ts, even if the bulk of these goods were sold 
at a narrow margin of profit. But the anticipated profit was so small 
that the projected tariff came as a deadly blow to his hopes. He 
realized that it would be difficult enough to recommence these exporta
tions under any conditions, but with a higher tariff on goods produced 
by Argentina the obstacles and difficulties in the way of this trade would 
be multiplied a thousandfolcl. This is the position as we find it to-day. 

Ther,:; is in this situation serious food for thought for the American 
exporter. A tariff wall which at first sight appears to have spikes on 
only one side is likely on closer inspection to reveal them on both. 
Thus, while a higher tariff on such commodities as wool, bides, and 
skins would obvim.:sly have the effect of tending to shut out importa
tions from a country like Argentina, it will just as inevitably prer-ent 
the development of exports from the United States to that country. One 
of the fundamental principles of foreign trade is tba t there should be 
established, as nearly as possible, a balance between exports to and im
ports from a given country. The Arl];entinean obviously depends upon 
the money be receives for his exports to pay for the importations of 
manufactured artides from the United States. If you cut off the source 
of his revenue be clearly can not spend that revenue. It can therefore 
be seen that any artificial legislative measure which would tend to pre
vent the free flow of goods from Argentina to the United States would, 
in the course of time, just as surely block the exports from this country 
to Argentina. 

The main points in Argentina's attitude on this question may "be 
summed up as follows : 

1. Argentina depends for her prosperity upon a steady, nnintenupted 
flow of exports. 
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2. It has lleeu the policy of the United States to encourage foreign 
trade witb South .l.mericun countries, of which Argentina is one of the 
most important. 

3. The basic foundation of this trade is that, us nearly as possible, 
the exportations from th"' United States to Argentina should lle equalized 

' by the importations into the United States from that country. 
4. 'The present period of stress, caus~d by the world-wide decline in_ 

prices due to what has been called the "buyers' strike," has made the 
question of the di posal of Arg-entina's produce a very difficult problem. 

5. The solution of that problem appears to rest in the normalization 
of buyin;! and the consequent demand in the United States for the 
produce of .. \.r~rntine soil. 

G. The Argentine producer felt that lly bravely facing facts and agree
ing to cut prolits and, in some cases, accept losses, he could, within the 
next iew mouths. help to bring about a restoration of trade which would 
ree tnbli h his market abroad. 

7. The projected emergency tariff raises a new and almost impas able 
barrier to the normal restoration of that trade. 

8. The Al1.!entinean has earnestly urged that th1s tariff should not be 
imposed. as it w·ould mean a serious setback to the Argentine-American 
trade- which the l.:nited States itself hns been so assiduously cultivating. 

9. It is pointed out that if such measures are enacted by the United 
States it will mean that the remarkable growth of trade between these 
two countries uur-lng the war will be practically lost. 

10. There is murh talk in ~\.rgentina of tariff reprisals by that country 
against the United States in the event of the new tariff becoming law. 

11. Probably the stron~est argument of all is that such a measure 
would operate directly ag inst the interests of the United States by com
pellin~ Argentina eventually to transfer a great part of its trade from 
the United States to European competitors unhandicapped by tariff 
barriers. 

The above brief outline shows the Argentine attitude at a glance. If 
any further proof were neeucd of how Reriously the merehunts of Argen
tina 1·e~arded tWs projected tariff legislation, it can be found in expres
s1ons of opinion from Buenos Aires. Advices from Argentina show that 
very strong resolutions have been passed urging that the United States 
sboulU not proceed with this legislation. 

It may be said that the pre ent indication are that the emergency 
tariff legislation will not be passed. This. may be so, but it does not 
affect the generdl attitude of Argentina on this question. An upward 
revision of the tari!J in the early stuges of the next session would be as 
unwelcome in Argentina u.s the pas age of the present Fordney bill. 
And for the moment it appears that the chances of a higher tariff some 
time in the nert ses "on are strong. It is natural enougb for the 
farm r, and others, to urge a higher tru:iff. It has been no secret that 
such an upward revision of duties bas. heen a sociated, more o.r less, 
with the platform of the Republican Party. But the fact which should 
not be lost sight of is that the conditions at present are n()t normal. 
The old arguments which could be ad,·anced in favor of a tariff, with 
some justification in normal times, are by no means. so defensible at a 
time when foreign cxchang~.>s are abnormal. A tariff whieh might be 
imposed with safety in normal times would be crippling when di.rPcted 
against foreign countries ~1ndicapped by an adverse exchan!!e. There 
was a n~ry genernl hope that tbe.se unusual circumstances wollrd be con
sidered, and that there would at least be no tinkeing. with the tariff 
durin"" the pre-:ent yNl.r. It is still reasonable to assume tbat some o.f 
the best thou)!.bt iu the R publican Party, as well as among the D"mo
crats. will realiz(• he yery compelling reasons for a postponement, if not 
nn abandonment. of upward tariff revision. 

The final point to be considered is what the effect would b" on the 
future trend of .\.r-,;entine commerce if the tariff were passed. We have 
beard repeated a . uranccs that America wishes to bold her trade. not 
only in .Argentina llut in t~ll South America. I1 a higher tariff burrier 
is erected, W"ill u0t the effect be to drive Argentine trade directly into 
tho hands of European competitor~, to the detriment of the United 
States? One of the. problems of the future will be to utilize to advan
tage the merchant marine of America. The. encouragement of foreign 
commerce is the logical way to find satisfactory WOJ:"k for these ship~ 
By enacting a hi~her tariff the United States wculd ind.i.Fectly, but non(} 
the lC'ss effectively, deal wo blows at her own interest-. She would 
curtail the avenu e' foT the satisfactory employment of her merchant 
marine and at the ~me time play definitely into the hands of her Euro
pean trade competitors. 

:Mr. Sil\11\IOXS. M.1·. President, my unuerstamling is that the 
matter now before the Senate is the amendment relating to 
sugar. Am I correct ahout that? 

Toe PRESIDIXG OFFICER. The amendment of the Senator 
from "C"tah [Mr. S~oOT] relating to sugar. 

Mr. SillMO.~.. TS. Mr. President. I do not intend to enter into 
an~- discussion with reference to the sugar amendment; but I 
do want to clarify to some extent some of the discu ~sion \Yhich 
tooli: place • esteroay, which I think was based upon false · 
premises anti a misunderstanding of the facts upon which the 
argument and the conclusion in this matter must necessarily 
rest 

Fi-rst, 1\Ir. President, with reference to the effect of the two 
amendments that "e ha'le before us no,,·-for we have two. We 
ha'le, first, the committe0 amendment to the House bill, wllich 
propo:·es to rais tile duty on Cuban centrifugal sugar 3 cents a 
pounu. Then we have the amendment of the Senator from 
Utah [1\fr. S.:JIOOT} to the amendment of the committee, pro
posing to reduce the committee amendment rate from 3 cents a 
pound to~ cent a pound. I am a bit puzzled to understand why 
the majority in this Chamber, if the amendm<>nt of the Senator 
from Utah reflects the sentiment of the majority, ha'ie changed 
about upon this question; why they have abandoned their pro
posal in the committee to add 3 cents u pound to the protection 
accorded sugar and are now ready to content themselves with 
only 1 cent additional. 

In the first discussions of this bill the 3-cent increase was 
defended by the proponents of the committee amendment. It 
wa defended UD(l insisted upon by tile Senators from Louisiana. 
After that amendment had been bombarded in the Senate, and 

it had been shown that if it was adopted sugar would cost the 
people of this country hereafter, as long as this propose<l meas
ure remained in force, about $300,000,000 a year more than it 
now costs them, we are suddenly advised that the Louisiana 
sugar producers and the Senators on the other side of tbis 
Chamber are ready to content themselves with increasing the 
price to the people of this essential of Jife $100,000,000 a year. 

I refer to that simply for t.he purpose of showing how care
lessly and recklessly the committee which frameti this bill 
settled upon the rates it carries and the dnnger of legislating 
in this hasty and ill-considered way with respect to matters of 
'lital importance to the people and the country. 

The Senator from North Dakota [:Mr. ~IcCu:llnEn], by manipu
lation of figure , asserted at the conclusion of his remarks on 
yesterday that by f-ar the greater part of the money of the peo
ple will, under the amendment of the Senator from Utah, go 
into the Treasury. Such is not the case. On the contrary, 
about an equal amount will go, respectively, into the Treasury 
and into the pockets of the sugar producers in the United 
States and om· insular possessions. 

Sugar presents an illu -h·ation of a case where the price of a 
product imported into the country fixes the price of the do
mestic product. Now, it is true thut the Government will get 
the amount of the additional duty collected on foreign sugar 
sold in this country, and that v;ill go into the Treasury for the 
benefit of the people, lmt the additional amount that will be 
paid on the sugar produced in this country will be about equal 
to that paid on imported sugar, because we produce about half 
of what we consume, and that will go to the private benefi
ciaries of this legislation. 

By virtue of the :fact that the price of Cuban sugar regulates, 
controls, and determir..: .- the price of the domestic product, and 
that includes as- well suooar produced in our insular possessions, 
if this amendment is agreed to the people will have to pay an 
additional 1 cent a pound on all the sugar consumed in this 
country. 

I congratulate the people of this country that the Republican 
Party has had a change of heart, and, after discussion, has de
cided that it will exact of the people in the interest of the cane 
and beet sugar produc~rs of this country only an additional 
$100.000,000 a year instead of an additional $300,000,000 per 
year as was its original purpose and intent. I feel that the 
people are entitled to congratulations upon this softening of the 
Republican hearts. · 

Mr. President, there is one other thing to which I wish to 
call attention. There has been some suggestion here that the 
pl'ice of sugar will not be materially enhanced in price as a 
result of this increased tax, and that the price will not allow a 
rea$onable profit, if any, on its production under existing and 
prospecti'le conditions. 

l\fr. Pre ident, I haYe here the retail and wholesale prices of 
sugar for a number of years past. I find that the whole ale 
!}rice of raw centrifugal sugar in New York February 21 was 
about 5 cents a pound. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is 96 per cent raw Cuban sugar. 
Mr. SUI~10NS. Y s; that is raw Cuban sugar, 5 cents a 

pound. I have also the retail price at the same time in New 
York, 8~ cents a pound. If the amendment had been adopted 
as reported by the committee, the wholesale price of raw sugar 
would have been raised from 5 to 8 cents a pound, and the retail 
price v;ould have been raised from 8~ to 11-i cents a pound. 

hlr. President, by reason of this softening of the heart of tile 
beneficiaries and advocates of this legislation it is proposed to 
add only 1 cent a pound to the p1·ice of sugar. That is what 
it will do-just add 1 cent a pound to the present wholesale 
price of raw sugar, which is now 5 cents. That would make 
raw sugar a little over <>cents a pound; but we will use round 
figures and call it G cents a pound. That will be, if this bill 
becomes law, the wholesale price of Cuban raw sugar in New 
York. Now, the differential between the wholesale price and 
the retail price in New York for 1918-19 was about 3-} cents 
a pound. Now add to the wholesale price of Cuban sugar 3! 
cents a pound and you have a retail price of sugar of 9! cents 
u. pound. 

"Cnder the original amendment of the committee, when Cuban 
sugar reached 8 cents a pound this additional duty proposed 
was to be suspended. But that js not true of the amendment 
to the committee amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Utah. He does not provide for the suspension of this duty, 
however high the price of Cuban sugar may go. 

I do not say that is a joker. I do not say that that is the 
change in the situation which has caused the Louisiana Sena
tors so I'eatlil.r to acquiesce in the reduction of GG! per cent in 
tile protection that they had demanded and thought tl1ey were 
about to secure; hut I do say that it is 'lery signi.fkant; tbat if 
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it was th<:>ught necessary to impose a pro:vision .suspending the 
operation of these increased duties when Cuban sugar reached 
8 cents a pound, under the original proposition, that Jll'Ovision 
.should be eliminated in this .substituted pr..oposition. :The . 
Senator from Utah probably can explain that. it may hav~ .no 
~ecial significance, but I Jla 'e been mystified ·somew"b.at by it. 

Mr. S~IOOT. 1 do not think the Senator is mystified. .l 
think he is--

Jllr. SJl\11\IONS. The Senator from Utah must allow me to 
say that I am mystified, because the Senator !rom Utah, mwe 
than alm.o t .anyone else I 'know, •Can now and then mystizy us in 
the Senate. He may not be aware -of that . 

.llir. Sl\IOOT. I will say to the Senator, then, that '.he triei1 
to mystify all the other Senators when be allowed the same 
rate and the same wo.rdiag to go in the Si.mmons-U..na.erwooa 
·tar iff bill. There has never been a proposition in Congress 
before that a nate of duty upon .sugar shonld be lim.lle.d w1l.en 
Cuban .l'a w sugars ,.Peache.d a certain .price. 

Mr. SIMl\.IONS. That .is the reaEon wl:ly I wondered, after 
tile Senator put it on in reference to .one amendment, wily he 
left it out with Tefere.nce to the other amendment. 

1\IJ::. SMOOT. The amendment I offered is j.u.st .simplY word 
for word what the present law is, and follows the wording uf 
the Simmore-Underwood tariff 1aw. 

Mr . . Sll\11\IONS. Why .did the Senator not write .the comniit-
tce amendment in the same language! 

J\lr. SMOOT. I did not write the commlttee amenClment. 
~Ir. SJ...l\1.1\IONS. 'You voted for it in committee did you not? 
~lr. SMOOT. Bnt I llid not vnte for it, and the ·Senator 

!mows Jt. 
l\lr . .SDUJ\102-.TS. I do not .rememb.er whether the Senator did 

9r not. Of course, the Senator knows, :and 'if .he. says he did not, 
1 accept his statement . 

l\fr. SMOOT. The Senator knows 'it Y"ery well. 
l\Ir. SIMMONS. I .do since the ·senator states it, because 

the Senator would not state .anything that is not .tr.ue. 
M.t:. SMOOT. 1\Ir. P.re Went, there is no likelihood .of 9G test 

Cuban r.a:w sugar I:eaching 8 cents a ·POWld. 
1\lr. SIMl'.JONS. I do not think so myse1f, J\Ir. 'President. 
·Mr. SMOOT. Then why is the Senator mysti:fie.d? 
1\IJ.·. SilHMON.S. Simply because this limitation w.:as .P].aced 

upon tbe __priee .in the original amendment and omitte.d .from 
the proposed subEtitute. 

Mr. &MOOT. ';rhe S.euator :&om -Ctuh ,did not put it in fbc 
ather amendment. 

.1\lr. SIMMONS. I ·mean t.he committee, of which the Sena
tor is an honored and a very powerful and influential membei:. 

l!.lr. ·SMOOT. 'J.;he Senator uom Korth •Carolina is also a 
powerful member of that committee, a.nd I want to say to the 
Senator that .·he ili.11ows the conditions existing at the time tho~e 
mmmdments were 'bemg put on the bill ; the opponents of tlte 
bill were perfectly willing to put almost anythmg in the bill, 
n.ot with the idea of its E>ver passing, but ruth the idea of 
making iit -so obnoxious Olat it could not -pass, ·or that the penJJle 
or the United 'Strrtes wolild :not .agree to it. 

lr. 'SlJ.\I.MOl"S. '1llie opponents <1f tile bill, 'Mr. :P.resielent, 
weFe willing to nave the proponents frame tt. 

1\lr. SMOOT. Perlurps I should not have said that, becau.se 
that \YUS a committee -action, o:nd peThaps Should 'have been kept 
secret. .But there 1s no need of trying to cn:moufln.ge the situ
ation, and thrrt is exactly -wmrt is .happening. 

1\Ir. POl\IERENEl. ~lr. PreSident--
The ·PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from ~"'ortb. 

Carolina yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
1ilr. Sll\lliONS. .I yield to the Senator from -Ghio. 
l\lr . . POMEEENE. .The 'Senator from Utah JJ.as suggested a 

\ery interesting fact to me, namely, tllat .fhe opponents of tliis 
bill were trying to 1oad down the bill With certain amendments 
which would make it ohno:rious. What were the am.enc1.m.ents 
which were presented ·by .the opponents of tbe biffi 

Mr. SMOOT. Jllr. 'President--
Mr. SIMMONS. Not one, 1 will say tD the Senator. 1 beg 

the pardon of the Senator .from Utah. 
l\lr. SMOOT. I nave been on the Finance Committee a good 

many years, and I have never seen a situation like that _pre
sented ·b.Y a certain Democrrrtic Senator. 

1\lr. "POMERENE. Has the Senator ever seen a biD like this? 
Mr. SMOOT. This is substantially ihe shape in -which that 

Senator made his proposition : " I do not know what the rughest 
rate eveT imposed upon hides in the history of the country is, 
but whatever that rate is, I move that it be put into this bill." 

Mr. PO.dERENE. If the Senator will :point out mry item in 
this bill which was proposed by the opponents of the bill, I will 
vate against it. 

Mr. Sil\11\lONS. l\fr. President, I can state to tlie Senator 
that all the amendments which were offered were supported by 

·the pxoponents Df the bill This particular .sugar amendment, 
1 .~, came from the Senator from Louisiana [l\lr. "RANSDEU.J, 
written in the behalf of his colleague, neither a member of the 
committee, b.ut was by .its proponents. 

:Now, let me proceeCL, :1\Ir~ .:President. .I am .glad to bave t.hB 
eJqilanation of the 'S.enator from UJ:ah ,about that matter. 

.Mr. P.re.siClent, it is just as .certain as t:hat the Clay follows the 
ni.ght, there is no conjecture about it, no specnlation, that if 
this a:mentlment is adopted the price of Cuban sugar, duty pald 
n.t the ports of thi.s counqy, will be .raised to .about 6 .cents 1t 
pound. 

l\fr. Sl\TOOT. No; the Senator is niistaken about that, be
cause the priae .of Cuban .raws te-day is -not 5 cents a · pound. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Jt is a little more than 5 cents. .That is 
w.hat it sells Ior in .Ne.w 'Yru:k, duty paid. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. Tt js 4i cents. 
1Ur. SIM.l\ICJlo.."'B. 1 am talking in ronnd ligures, duty _paW.. 
'Mr. S:l\IOOT. Ana the ! .c.ent added would .make it 5j. Ot 

cow·se, if tbe Senator is ta1king in round 1ignres--
:Mr. Sii\.IlllONS. :I .have said that was the New .York ;price. 
1\lr. SMOO.T. But .fise-eighfhs of a cent upon 8,000,000,00"0 

pounds oi sugar is .fi.ve-e'ighths of $BO,OOO,OOO, and it runs into 
the millions ve.rw .fast. · 

1\l.t:. SIJ\.illONS. .If .the Senator makes a point a'bout th1rt I 
will take the retail price in New York at that time, based upon 
the Cuban price .plus the .duty. 
~Ir. SMOOT. 1f the 'Senator says at that time, then I ha-ve 

not anything .to say. The Senator was speaking of the price 
to-day. 

1\Ir. Sll\illONS. No; .I said in February of this y-ear. 
JUI:. SMO-oT. T know the Senator did in the first instance, 

and he was rigbt then.; but in Jlis lnBt statement he said that l 
the retail price of sugar, if this amendment were put on, would 
be a ..certain .fi.gnr.e, ana 'he 'based .that :upon the price (jf sugar 
on February 1. 

JU.r. Snr.....'UONS. lUr. PresiOent, 'I based that upon -the price 
of CuQa.n sugar laid down at the po:rt.s of the United States, 
with the duty paid on it. Everybody knows that Cuban sugar 
is ..going to sell for just as high as it can be s.old far in this 
market after paying the duty, and there is not .going to be any , 
reduction in the price of Cuban sugar. 'The ordinary differ
ential between the wholesale price of raw sugar and refined 
s.uga:r, the kind the -people bu.Y .and use, averaged 3! cents a 
pound in 1919 and '1.018 ; -that ts, the differentia] between the 
raw suga:r ana the :re.fi.nea ·sugar averaged 3~ cents per pound. 
Adding that to the 6 cents, which will be the price of Cuban 
s.ngar dut;y-paid nt the :ports, if this ·bill passes, we will have 
9! cents as the New York retali price 1:or sugar. That means 
in all probability, ·ta'king the country at large, that the retai1 
price of sugar -wm hereafter be something ov.a· 10 cents ·a 
pound. 

l\1r . . P.resW_ent, I -ca:11 the attention of Senators to this fact, 
anfl I ask tlrem 'to fix thes.e figmes in their minds becuu e, 
before fue war, during the year 1913, the retail priee of sugar 
in New York-was 5.! cents a pound. In 1914 the Tetail price O'f 
sugar n\eraged 5:9 cents a -pound. Now it is proposed by this 
bill -to he1p lift the price <1f sugar hereafter to be paid by the 
people o:f fb:is cormtry about 4 cent-s a ·pound above the level 
of 1913-=14. 

Bu:t it is saW that last year's ·crap of sugar was expensive to 
r.alse. :I'hat is granted. But, Mr. President, is there ·any reason 
to believe that hereafter the cost of raising sugar in 1:b.is coun
try, when the world adjustmerrt of-prices which is now going on 
with great rapidity has been completed_, will remain high as 
compared with .J)Tewar :prices'? There 'is no power 'UD.der the 
s.un that can stay the fa11 'in -the 17riees of commodities and 
wages. 'Prices of labor wiTI inetitably ·Come down, .and ·unless 
all signs shaU fan, the price of labor in "the making of the next 
Cl'QP of Sligar tn the United Strrtes -will doubtless ·b-e somewhat 
higher -than before the -war, but not materially so. · 

[At this .POint 1\:fr. Sr:muONs -yielded to llfr. WARJl'E~ for the 
consideration of a House joint resolution.] 

l\lr. STI\fMONS. Mr. President, if have -stated heretofore that 
during thi-s ·month the retai:l -price of granulated sugar in ~ew 
Yo.rk, based on the -price af Cuban suga·r, was 8! cents a pound 
and that 'necessarily, if the amendmerrt is adopted, that the 
effect would :w.'lise that _price to 9! cents a pound. I have stated 
that the retail pTice in New 'york in 1913 was an average of 5! 
cents and in 1914 Hn average of 5,9 cents. Thus we see that the 
present retail price of sngaT i.s about S cents per pound higher 
than it was during the last two prewm· years, and if the amend
ment now offered is agTeed to, it will be raised so as-to be about 
4 cents per pound higher than it was duTing those 1ast two pl'e
w.ar years. 

Many arguments hav-e ·been wade here based upon i:he present 
low price of products. We have been told that the~ have gone 



'. 

3176 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE. FEBRUARY 15, 

down and down until they are selling for less than they did 
before the war when the cost of production was much less. 
Cotton is selling now for less than it did before the war. The 
average price of cotton in my country, taking all grades, at this 

· time is, I think, not much more than 7! cents a pound; I know 
it is not over 8. The prewar price of cotton was about 15 cents 
a pound. It is selling now for slightly more than half as much 
as it sold for before the war. Yet here is a product, sugar, that 
is selling for from 33! to 40 per cent more than it did before 
the war, and still it is-proposed by this bill to legislate it to a 
higher level by putting a tariff duty on it in addition to the ex
isting duty. 

Corn is a staple product of the farm. Corn sold during the 
war for more than twice what it is selling for now. It sold 
at from $10 to $11 a barrel last year, averaging at least $10 a 
barrel, and is selling now for about $3.50 a barrel, a little over 
one-third what it sold for last year and less than it sold for 
prior to the war. Yet here is a product, sugar, that is selling 
to-day in the markets of the country at a price of 33 to 40 per 
cent higher than the price at which it sold during the last two 
prewar years, and which it is proposed by legislation to arti
ficially raise to a higher level. 

There is no staple agricultural product in this country that 
has not fallen since the war more in proportion than sugar has 
fallen. 

l\1r. SMOOT. From 30 cents a pound to 8 cents a pound is 
a pretty good fall. 

l\1r. SIMMONS. I am now comparing prewar prices with 
the present prices. The point I am now discussing is that the 
two staple products that I mention, corn and cotton, the two 
greatest crops grown in the country, one the basis of our ex
port trade, the other the largest single crop grown, have fallen 
below the prewar prices, probably from 20 to 30 per cent below 
prewar prices, and yet here is a product that is selling to-day 
in the markets of the country from 33 to 40 per cent above the 
prewar prices, and we are now asked by legislation to raise it 
still higher. Why is this? 'Ve are told it is because the cost 
of prouucing tile crop of last year was so great-the crop was 
produced at a loss. This was the result of high prices for all 
the essentials that go into the planting, cultivation, and har
veRting of the product. 

I\lr. President, I wish to ask the question: Are ·we invoking 
the doctrine of protection in this country to-day to make good 
past ;osses? Is that the proposition of the proponents of the 
measure, to make good past losses, to put a duty upon a product 
for the purpose of enabling those who produce it to recoup 
themselves for losses sustained? I have never so understood 
it. I have understood the purpose of these dutie ·, from a He
publican standpoint, to be in the future to ·enable the producer 
to compete with the products of other countries or to raise 
revem:e, as the case may be. Now, if it is for the future
and that is the only logical, consistent ground upon. which pro
tect iYe legislation can be advocated or defended even by protec
tionis tH-there is no mortal man, I do not care what his powers 
of logic and of analysis and of presentation may be, who can 
justi •Y a tariff for the purpose of enabling those who produce 
a pnx;nct to recoup losses that have already been sustained. 

Let ns look into the future of this product. I do not under
take to say that, at the high prices that prevailed last year, 
sugat· could have been produced at 10 cents a pound, which will 
be the retail price if the duty goes on. I do not undertake to 
say that it could be done at these high labor and material 
prices, but I da undertake to say that with the readjustment 
of pricE>.s that is now going on, and which will inevitably reduce 
farm labor prices far below those that obtained in 1920, it 
could be done. Already in my country, I understand, farm 
labor has fallen from 50 to 75 per cent. It is tending toward 
pre"·ar levels. It will not get there altogether. It ought not to 
get there. If we could get back to something like prewar level 
of labor and material costs, I take it that sugar could be raised 
and sold at a profit at a slight advance upon the prices which 
obtained before the war, and, as I have said, those prices were 
5! to 6 cents a pound. Those are the prewar retail prices. 
The price is now 8:} centR a pound, and at this price, with 
labor and materials properly readjusted, sugar may, it is be
lieYed be profitably raised. 

The world is in a desperate condition ; the world i3 going to 
remain in a desperate condition for some time, and for that por
tion of our agriculturalists whose prices are fixed in the mar
kets of the worl<l and who can not be helped by a tariff at all 
the situation looks gloomy, but for the sugar industry I see no 
trouble. I see no reason and there is no reason and nobody can 
assi~1 any good reason why sugar, with the present duty im
posed ou it, will be less than 8! cents a pound or from 33 to 40 

per cent higher than it was during the prewar period. If this 
proposed duty is imposed on it, it will be still higher. 

Mr. President, I want the Treasury to have all the money that 
is necessary to run the Government, and I admit that sugar is 
a very great revenue producer. Each cent of duty \Yhich is im
posed on sugar raises in the aggregate somewhere around forty 
or fifty million dollars of revenue, but in levying duties that are 
purely revenue duties we ought to consider the consumers of 
the product; we must consider how necessary it is to the people. 
Here is a product some of which every human being consumes, 
because it is essential to life. It can no more be dispensed with 
than clothing can be dispensed with; it can no more be dis
pensed with than houses can be dispens0d with. It is a neces
sity of life. 

I say, regardless of the ease of raising revenue by imposing 
tariff taxes on necess:1ries, we must consider the que tion of 
whether we shall not be unnecessarily and unjustly mulcting 
the people. We can not impose a revenue duty on an essential 
of life, however good a revenue producer it may be, to a point 
which would exact of the consumers of the article an undue 
proportion of the total revenues required to pay the expenses 
of the Government. I lay that down as a fundamental prin
ciple. Every interest in this country must contribute to the 
revenues of the Government and every interest ought to con
tribute in equal and just proportion to the Government expenses 
and to the bearing of the national burden. When we single out 
one article of common, universal, necessary consumption, and 
place upon it more than a fair proportion of that burden, we 
then discriminate against the consumers of that product in 
favor of the consumers of the other commodities which enter 
into the life, the being, the happiness and the comfort of the 
people of the United States. 

During 1\Ir. SIMMONs's speech, 

RAILROAD VALUATION. 

Mr. W .A.RREN. With the permission of the Senator from 
North Carolina, I ask that the joint resolution received from 
the House of Representatives to-day may be laid before the 
Senate and referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 472) making an appropria
tion to continue the valuation of the property of carriers was 
read twice by its title an<l referred to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I wish to say that the Com
mittee on Appropriations has authorized me to report the joint 
resolution back from the committee favorably, and ask for its 
immediate pas<;nge. 

The PRESIDI~G OFFICER. Is there objection to the re
quest of the Senator from Wyoming? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution, and it was 
read, as follows : 

Resolved, etc., That there is appropriated, out of any mon('y in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to enable the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to carry out the objects of the act entitled "An act to 
amend an act entitled 'An act to regulate commerce,' appt·oYed Feb
ruary 4, 1887, and all acts amendatory thereof," by providing for 
a valuation of the several classes of property of carriers subject 
thereto and securing information concerning their Rtocks, bonds, 
and other securities, approverl March 1, 1913, including per diem 
Ln lieu of subsistence when allowed pursuant to section 1:J of the sun
dry civil appropriation act approved AU6'llSt 1, 1914, and including not 
excr eding $20,000 for rent of buildings in the District of Columbia, 
$1.000,000, to be available during the fiscal year 1921: Provided{ Tl:lat 
this appropriation shall not be available for rent of buildings m the 
District of Columbia if suitable space is provided by the Public Build
ings Commission. 

Mr. KING. 1\lay I ask the Senator if, in the appropriation 
bill which was passed a day or two ago, provision was not made 
for the very item to which reference is made in this joint reso
lution? 

Mr. W .A.RREN. No. The amount the Senator refers to was 
for the fiscal year 1922, and this is a deficiency for 1921. This 
item itself is in the deficiency appropriation bill now before the 
committee, and if we pass this joint resolution we shall cut the 
item out of that bill, which has not yet been reported to the 
Senate. 

1\Ir. KING. I would like to ask the Senator from Wyoming 
if in the appropriation bill passed a year ago ample provision 
was not made for this purpose for the fiscal year 1D21? 

l\lr. WARUEN. Mr. President, we thought so at the time, 
but when the transportation act, so called, was passed, we put 
some extra duties on the carriers; and not only that, but \Ye 
required haste in this Yaluation. So tbey are entirely out of 
funds, and have not money enough to pay the wages of their 
employees the middle of th:s month, who are scattered through 
the country. 
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l\.Ir. KING. Does the Senator believe that in view of the 

p~ssage of the Esch-Cummins Act there is any utility in per
petuating the organization to value the railroads? 

·Mr. \VAilREN. I hope it may not be perpetuated any longer 
thnn the appr~opriations already made shall continue, with the 
exception of this million dollars. I have not been one of those 
who belie~ed it was worth as much -as many others have believed 
from the first. But having expendec.l all the millions of dollars 
we have expended, this is to bring it up to date and to redi
cate the .valuation upon which securities .may be issued, :md 
so on. 

M':r. SBDION"S. ~:rr. President, I agreed to -yield to the Sen
ator from Wyoming, but not for a discussion-for the purpose 
of discu sing some other measure. I do not wish to be taken 
off my feet l'igbt in the midst of a speech. 

1\Ir. WARREN. I will ·say to the Serra tor that I tha.nk him 
for his courtesy and except for the urgency which I stated 
I would not .l:lave asked it. Every e}Ilployee on thi-s work ~11 
over the country will have to be laid off unless the jotnt resolu
tion is passed. I thought it might pass without discussion. I 

• sh'all not d · cuss it any fm1:her. 
Mr. KIN"G. Just one word more and then I shall not discuss 

it fu-rtl:lm·. I think we are throwing good money nfter bad a:nd 
that it is a 'foolish and useless e:tpenditure. I regret that we 
feel constrained to ·pass the joint resolution. 

The joint re olution was reported to he Senate Without 
amendment, or<lered to a third reading, read the th1t·d time, 
and passed. 

Aiter .1\fr. Snruo:-<s's s·peech, 

DIST.ntC'r aF COL"'"~l'BIA APPROPRiaT!rn' s~coJ:FER.£~E ... Rl];l'O.lfr {S. 
D0C. NO. 391). 

1\-lr. CUR'£IS submitted the conference report on the bill 
(H. ll. 15130) making appropria.tiDns to provide for the ex
penses of the .government of the District of Columbia for the 
fiseal year ending June -30, 1922, and for other purposes, which 
was orderec.l to lie on the table and .be printed. 

PTIRSIDE~ -TIAL .A.l>P'ROVALS. 

A message from the President of the -united States, by J\.lr. 
Sharkey, one of his .secretaries, announced. that the "President 
bad approved .and signed .bills and a joint resolution of the fol
lO-wing title.'3 : 

On Feb'ttlal'y 11, 1921 : 
S. 4891. An .act to amenc.l section 1 of an .act a.ppl~o\ed Febru

ary 26, 1919, entitled "''An act to fi."'\: the salaries of the clerk-s -of 
the' United States di trlct coo1·ts :and to p1."'0'Vide for their office 
expenses, a.nd'"for other ")_)tll·poses.'' 

On Febrnar:v 15, 1921 : 
S. 4515. An act to exttmd the ti:rrte for the constl·uction of a 

bridge across the navigable waters of the Xewark Ba·y, iu the 
State Of New Jersey; 

S. 45-U. An act to extend the time for the construction of ~a1 
b1·idge across the Susquehanna River at Hrrrrisbm·g, Pa. ; 

s. 4587. An act granting the consent of Congress to the coun
ties of Broo.ks and Lownc.les, in the State -of Georgia, to cou
stt-uct a bridge oYer the Withlacoochee Riv-er; 

S. 4G03. An ·act to Tevi'\e and reenact the act entitled "An act 
to -authorize the Gulf Ports Terminal Railway Co., a corpona
t'icm existing under the laws Of the State of Florida, to.constrrrct 
a bridge over ancl ac'l'oss ' the h~d'waters of !\Iobile Bay .and such 
navigable channels as a.re between the east side of the bay and 
Blakely Island, in Baldwin :lnd Mobile Counties, Alu.," ap
proved October 5, 1917 ; 

S. 4737. An act .authorizing the Prescott Bridge Co. to con
struct a bridge across Lake St. Croix at or near the city of 
Prescott, in the State of Wisconsin; 

s. 4787. An act granting consent for the constr-action, ·main
tenance, and operation of a bridge a.~ross the Delaware RiT"er 
from tbe city of Philadelphia., Pa., to the city of Camden, N. J". ; 

S. 482-J. An act to .extend tlle time for the construction of a 
bri<.lge across the Columbia River, between the States of Oregon 
and \Vashington, at or within 2 miles ·tresterly from Oascade 
Locks, in the State of Oregon ; 

S. 4886. An act to 1·e~ive and reenact the act entitled "An 
act t-o autllortze the Hudson River Connecting Railroad Oor
porati(!ID to ·-constru(!t a blid-ge across the Hudson Rive1·, in the 
State of New York," approved l\Iarch 13, 1914; 

S. 4949. An act to authorize the building Df a b1iclge acr·oss 
the Santee River in South Car.olina; 

S. 4950. An net to authorize the building of a briuge aCl·o. s 
the Peedee Ri"ver in South Carolina; 

S. J. Res .• 18'6. Joint -resolution to extend the n.n.tn<rrtty of th'e 
county of ·Lu.zerne, State of Pennsylvania, to constrnct a brHl'ge 
a.cross -the :t'ortb BranCh of the .Susquehanna Iliver fi'OJ.n the City 
of Wi.l.kes-Ba.rre, ·comrty of: Luzerne, Pa., to the borough of Dcrr
ranceton, county of Luzerne, Pa. 

A:l.fERIC..iN COTTON .ABIWAD (S. DOC. NO. 3!16). 

The "1lRESIDI1 "G OFFICER (Mr. WALSE: of !Ia ;saclrusetts ill 
the chair) laid before the Senn.te'"the folloWing mes.~<:;a.ge from the 
President M""the United States, whicb was read, .und, With the 
accompanying pap~l'S, ordered t-o be ·printed and referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture 'm.ld F(}restl·y : 
To the Senate: 

I trunsmlt herewith a report by the "Secretary of Sta.te, cov
ering information 1·eceived by the .D~artme.nt of. State in re
sponse to the .instructions sent by that department to ..consul 
o:fficexs of the Unied States in foreign .countries where American 
cotton .is consumed, in pursuance of tlJ.e Senate resolution of 
1U11.y ·4, 1920, "to ascertain, .as near a.s possible, what .quantity 
of American cotton will be needed dur.in.g the present year b¥ 
the countries in which they are located,"'' and " to make ·su.g.ges
tions as to the means by which In...'U'kets for American cotton 
may be enla.rged and extended." 

.lleports rece1ved from most of the olllce~s .so in~tructed hav-e 
been heretofore transmitted, and under date of becember 23, 
1920, were laid before the .Senate and ..,Qrdered printed as Docu
ment N"o. 348. ·The remainder o.f the reports, which lmd not been 
received by the Secretary of S.tu.te ,at tha-t time, arc now trans
mitted. 

OODROW \\ILSOX. 
.TilE WHITE HOUSE, 

TVash.inf)ton, £5 February, 19Z1. 

MESSAGE :B"RO:U TilE HOUSE-l:l'mOLLl!;n J"OINT .RESO.:t U'I"f:ON . SIG. ':roJ, 

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. B. 
Oterhue, its assi~tant enrolling d~rk, . a""'D'no-unced that the 
Speaker of the House had signed the enrolled joint resolutiO-n 
(H. J. Res . .472) making a.n approprtat.i:o.n to contin:tle the valua
tion of the property of cn.rriers, a:nd it wn-s thel'Em"'Pon -signec.l by 
the Acti'ng President pro tempore. 

The messa.ge also a.nnouriced that the House had agreed to the 
amendments of the SeBate to the bill (H. R. 14311} to authorize 
the improvement of -Red.Lake and Red Lake River, in the State 
of Minnesota, for n~n:igation, drainage, and flood-control p.ur
poses. 

· The S~n::rte, as i'n Committee tof the Wh~le, resumea the con
sideration of the bi1l (H. n. 15275) i1npo&1ng temporary duties 
t'pon .certain agricultural products to meet present emergencies, 
to ·p1."ovide tevenue, and for othe1· purpo. es. 

-l\lr. "CALDER. Mr. President, I have been in r eceipt of some 
correspondence d:uring the past t'wo days from men \\·ho are in
terestec.l in the sugar-refining busi'ness in New York City rela· 
tive to 1:he o.rgantzation of a sugaT commission in Cuba. SuCh 
a. col11'Il'lission, as I am informed, has been authbrized by the 
Cuba-n Government, some of the mernbe1•s are to be Americans 
nnd the others citizens of Cuba. This commission, I am ad
vised, ·are to control the Cuban crop of sugar soon to be har
T"Csted. I understand from the newspapel's that there has been 
some corr-espondence between the Culmn Go-vernment and our 
O'Wll asking approval of the organization of this commission. 
I shou:ld like to ask the "Senato'r from Utah [l\Ir. SMoOT] or aliY 
other Senator in the Chamtrer, if he can .give us .any informa
tion about the subject. 

1\.'Ir. Sl\fOOT. I will say to t'he Swator fro.n1 New York i.ha.t 
all I know about the commission to which he refers is what I 
have seen in the press reports, that such :a commission was to be 
foimed 1n order to finance the Cuban c1·op. From what the 
newspapers say the sugar producers in CUba a're in a rathe'r 
critical condition, and can not finance the sugar CI'Op without 
some assistance. I co not think our Go-vermn~nt is going to 
appoint an:v cominission at n.11 to deal mth the matter. 

Mr. CALDER. I :nnderstand that 
r.fl'. SMOOT. I do not think our Government ·will agree that 

any commission shall be appointed to go to Cuba. All I can say 
to the Senator from New York is that I know nothing about 
tbe matter other than what I have seen fn the newspapers. 

Mr. C.AL""DER. 1\fy information is that our Government has 
agree(] to the appointment of this commission and t-hat it shall 
han~ some .conti·ol o\""el· the sngar e:rop, but und~r what tenns. 
lam not informed. I have asked the Sta.te Department for in

S. '4951. An act to a1lthorize the building of 1l. bridge 
the Wateree River in South Carolina; and 

across tf('mmation on .the subject and hope I may get it during the ua)T; 
' now while the subject is pending anu before we vote .finally 
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upon the question, I do not want and I do not think the Senate 
wants to pass upon this subject with the knowledge that a 
commission of the character indicated has been appointed and 
may in some way control the price of sugar to the American 
consumer. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from New York can hardly ob
ject to my amendment when it more than cuts the duty on sugar 
in two as compared with the duty imposed by the amendment 
which w_as reported by the committee in the bill. Nobody can 
object to my amendment, even if he desires free sugar. 

Mr. CALDER. I am in sympathy with the Senator's amend
ment, but I am anxious to have the question of the appoint
ment of this commission and its powers cleared up. 

Mr. THOMAS. l\Ir. President, I am glad that the Senator 
from New York has brought the subject to the attention of the 
Senate and in that way to the attention of the public. It has 
been intimated to me that the combination to which he refers 
will Yery seriously impair ·the business of what are known as 
the independent cane-sugar refiners, because their ability to 
obtain the raw material for their refineries will be very largely 
circumscribed. I do not know whether that is so or not; but, 
generally speaking, such foreign combinations are more or less 
connected with or are apt to be connected with home combina
tions. I do not know that we can do anything; Cuba is an 
independE.'nt Government, and if that Government sees fit to 
control its sugar product, as Brazil controlled at one time its 
coffee product, the subject, while one of international concern, 
is perhaps beyond the legislative powers of the Congress. If 
the Senator bas any documentary information bearing upon the 
subject I hope he will put it into the REcORD. 

Mr. CA.LDER. Mr. President, I have a letter from a sugar 
refiner iu New York, and be closes his letter with a statement 
which, I think, is perhaps the most important thing in it. 
Speaking of the organizaton of the sugar commission in Cuba, 
he says: 

Should this commission function it will undoubteclly cause a very 
markeu increase in the cost of sugar to the consumers in the United 
States; and we bring the matter to your attention, as we think it is 
of great importance that some action should be taken to have the situa
tion carefully investigated. You w1ll recall that Cuba enjoys a prefer
ential of 20 per cent in imports into the United States. .Any further 
information we can give you we shall be glad to furnish and will do so 
cheerfully. 

Mr. SMOOT. ·who is the author of the letter? 
l\Ir. CALDER. It is from the bead of one of the most im

portant sugar refining companies in the country. 
Mr. WALSH of 1\fontana. Mr. President, some days ago I 

invited the attention of the Senate to some figures set forth in 
a report made by the Tariff Commission upon wheat and flour, 
together with the conclusions of the commission in relation to 
the subject, from 'vhich I think it was indubitably established 
that there is no justification for a duty upon wheat in conse
quence of a difference in the rate of exchange between this 
country and Canada. Some other features of the questions 
before us were canvassed, but that particular feature was the 
subject of some controversy with the Senator from North Da
kota [l\lr. 1\fcCuMDF..R], in charge of the bill, who challenged the 
table given in the report, namely, Table No. 5, saying that the 
comparisons were made between Winnipeg and Minneapolis in
steau of between Fort William or Port Arthur and Duluth or 
Minne:1polis, or between Winnipeg and Chicago. 

I was not able at that time to appreciate just the point that 
was urged in that behalf by the distinguished Senator, whose 
familia rity with that branch of the subject under discussion is 
profound. So I appealed to the Tariff Commission for some ex
pression \Vith reference to the matter, and have a letter from 
the chairman, which I shall read, as follows: 

The Tariff Commission has issued two reports upon the tariff problem 
in whea t and wheat flour. In the first report, "Agricultural Staples 
and t he Tariff," the general character of the trade and competition in 
these prcducts was set forth in considerable detail ; in the second, 
"WhPa t and Flour Trade," the more recent developments were briefly 
indica ted. In both these reports Minneapolis cash prices of No. 1 
northern were compared \"(ith Winnipeg quotations, which are for wheat 
in store at Fort William and Port Arthur on the lake front. 

So, as a matter of fact, the compariscn was made as between 
Fort William a.nu Port Arthur prices and those at Minneapolis. 

It Is believed that Minneapolis prices afford a much better comparison 
with the Winnipeg quotations than do those at Chicago, for the reasons 
noted below. It may be added that because Of di.tl'erences in the grad
ing, Manitoba No. 1 northern is generally considered by millers to be 
worth several cents more per bushel than the like American grade. 

(1) Minneapolis is preeminently the cash and future market for 
Americ:m spring wheat, the .class which constitutes nearly all of Can
ada's exports. It grinds far more spring wheat than does any other 
milling center. l!"'rom July 15, 1918, to December 31, 1920, for in
stance, it received nearly eight times as much wheat of this class as 
ili.d Chicago, which is primarily a market for winter wheat, 

Receipts of spring wheat at Minneapolis and Chicago. 

July 15, 1918, to June 30, 1919 ............................. . 
July 1, 1919, to June30, 1920 ••••••••••.••••....•••••••••••• 
July 1, 1920, to Dec. 31, 1920 .••.....•...•.•...••.•..••••.•• 

--..,-----
Minneapolis. Chicago: 

Carloads. 
70,719 
49,536 
40,213 

CarlOads. 
12,560 
6,370 z. 985 

(2) Freight rates from the Canadian West to Fort William and Port 
Arthur are more nearly comparable with the rates to Minneapolis than 
to American points farther east. 

Regina ............................................... . 
Edmonton ........................................... . 

~:S1m'?ooii ~ ~ ~: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Port .Arthur I Duluth and 
~~~~~ Minneapolis. 

32l 
40~ 
4.0! 
38 

34 
~ 
43 
4.0} 

(3) Transportation costs from Minneapolis to Liverpool-ordinarily 
the " ruling ma.rket "-are more comparable with those from Winnipeg. 
Ocea~ freights are approximately the same from Montreal and New York. 
Much Canadian wheat goes for export via New York, and approximately 
equal rates apply from Minneapolis and Fort William to New York. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, it appears, as shown by Table No. 
5, that the prices of the same grade of wheat in Winnipeg and 
in Minneapolis-the Wirtnipeg wheat being in the elevators at 
Fort William and Port Arthur, on Lake Superior-are, wP.en 
the difference in the rate of exchange is taken into considera
tion, substantially the same; and, as it seems to me, it must be 
so, except in occasional and inconsequential cases. If this bill 
is passed, and Canadian wheat is forbidden entrance into 
this country, it will, of course, go to Liverpool; it will depress 
the price of wheat in Liverpool, and the l\Iontana farmer gets 
for his wheat the Liverpool price less the cost of transportation 
to Liverpool. Accordingly, it is a matter of no consequence 
to him whether this duty is 30 cents a bushel or 40 cents n 
bushel or $1 a bushel; it profits him absolutely nothing. 

Mr. President, this is not only my conclusion with respect to 
the matter but it is the view expressed clearly by the Tariff 
Commission in the report to which I have adverted. I read: 

Both Canadian and .American wheat prices have in general refiecterl 
quotations in the world markets. But while Winnipeg prices of hard 
spring wheat were always on an export basis, Minneapolis prices were 
frequently above the export point. Moreover, Minneapolis prices wl.!re 
consistently higher, though the spread diminished after the reduction 
and subsequent removal of the duty on Canada's wheat. The differtm
tial in favor of Minneapolis was particularly large in years when the 
harvest of American hard spring wheats was short or of poor quality. 

That is to say, when we have no wheat for export, and are 
consuming in this country our available supply, the local price 
will be higher than the export price. 

This price disparity is especially noteworthy in view of the fact that 
during 190U-1916 the Canadian wheat was worth several cents more 
per bushel because of differences in grading. 

When the higher price levels in Minneapolis are considered in con
nection with the equality in freight rates from producing sections in 
western Canada to Minneapolis, Fort William, Port Arthur, and Du
luth, and with the further fact that the costs of transportation from 
Fort William or Port Arthur to Liverpool via Montreal are, if different 
at all, slightly lower than from comparable points south of the border, 
it is evident that the import duties have prevented the equalization of 
prices in .American and Canadian markets through a flow of Canadian 
grain to the former. Thus, the import duties have been of especial 
benefit to the American grower in the years of shortage of hard wheat, 
when dome.stic pric~s rose above the export point. The domestic supply 
of hard spring wheats is grown chietly in the Dakotas and Minnesota; 
or barcl winter, in Kansas, Nebraska, and Oklahoma. These two 
classes-hard spring and hard winter-are directly competitive. To 
a lesser degree, also, they compete with soft wheats. In durum wheat. 
tlat\~e: chiefly in the Dakotas and Montana, there is virt~.1lly no compe-

So, Mr. President, I conclude that there is absolutely no 
ground whatever for hoping that the price of wheat is going to 
be raised by one penny by reason of this duty to the farmer in 
my State. Disadvantages, however; will accrue to him and to 
all other growers of wheat by reason of this duty-a matter to 
which I now desire to allude. 

l\Ir. POMERENE. Mr. President--
1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. POMERENE. If it will not interrupt the Senn.tor, I 

should like to quote a paragraph or two from a speech II1ade by 
the distinguished Senator from Michigan [1\Ir. TowNSEND] dur 
lng the reciprocity debate. 

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. I shall be glad to have it. 
Mr. POMERENE. The CoNGRESSIONAL llECORD of June 27, 

1911, volume 47, page 2552, contains the speech of the dis 
tinguisheu Senator from Michigan delivered during the time of 
the reciprocity uebate ; and, as bearing upon this subject of the 
prices of wheat, be said: 
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During the_ last 19 years wheat has fluctuated in price in Canada and 

In the United States. In 1890, 1891, 1897, 1899, 1902, 1903, 1904, 
1905, 1906, 1907, and 1909 wheat was higher in the United States than 
it was in Winnipeg. In some of those years the difference was negligi
ble. During the years 1892, 1893, 1894, 1895, 1896, 1900, 19011 and 1908 
wheat was higher in Winnipeg than it was in Chicago. Tnis shows 
that during 11 of the last 19 years wheat averaged higher in the 
United States than it did in Canada, and during 8 of those 19 years it 
avE:>raged lower in the United States than in Canada. Now, if we 
apply the standard heretofore mentioned and say-that the United States 
farmer would have lost on his wheat during the designated 11 years 
when wheat was higher in th .~ United States than it was 1n Canada, if 
the United States tariff had been removed, shall we not be obliged to 
apply the same doctrine, per contra, and assert with equal certainty 
that he would have gained during the 8 years when wheat was higher 
in Canada than it was in the United States if the Canadian tariff had 
beE:>n removed ? 

,If such would be the logical result of this theory, will it not be neces
sary to figure up and strike a balance by arithmetical calculation 
before we know whether the farmer would have been injured by free 
trade in wheat with Canada? What is true of wheat is even more 
marked in reference to other farm products. During practically all of 
the last 19 years corn, oats, milk, hogs and hog products, and sheep 
have been higher in Canada than in the United States, and every farm 
produf't has, during some of the last 19 years, been higher In Canada 
thac it has been in the United States. -

1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. 1\Ir. President, so long as the 
Canadian farmer can get substantially the same price in Canada 
that he can get in the United States, he has no object whatever 
in transporting his wheat to the United States, except-a mat
ter to which I now desire to refer-that frequently it is very 
much more convenient and much more economical for him to 
ship over American lines and through American ports to foreign 
ports than it is to ship over Canadian lines and through Cana
dian ports. Accordingly, it argues nothing whatever to estab
lish that there have been large importations of wheat into this 
count ry from Canada. Prior to 1917, when the tariff on Cana
dian wheat was removed, and our reciprocal tariff went with it, 
wheat for export from Canada going through American ports 
and over American railroads was shipped in bond, and we could 
tell just exactly where it was going. Large quantities during 
that time were shipped in bond over American railroads and 
through American ports to foreign ports; but now it is not neces
sary to ship it in bond, and large quantities of wheat are coming 
into this country and going right through either in the form of 
wheat or in the form of flour for export to foreign ports. There 
is still some going in bond, because there are some advantages; 
the identity of the wheat is preserved, and other advantages 
accrue; but large quantities of the wheat that come to this 
country from Canada pass right on to foreign ports. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STERLING in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from Utah? 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator understands that the Canadian 

farmer to-day, in shipping his wheat to ·an American market, 
has an advantage in foreign exchange tliat he never has had 
before. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I discussed the sub
ject of exchange the other day. I showed that there was no ad
vantage whatever, as suggested by the Senator, on account of 
the disparity in the rate of exchange. The prices are higher in 
Canada because the exchange is against that country. Reduced 
to American money, I showed that the prices are subF-tantially 
identical. 

Mr. President, what, then, will be the effect of excluding 
Canadian wheat from this country? We take away a large 
amount of traffic from American railroads. We take away a 
large amount of traffic from American ships that ply upon the 
Great Lakes. We take away from our mills and manufactories 
in this country a large amount of Canadian wheat that we could 
mill in this country. We deprive men who are engaged in work 
upon docks in our country and in the elevators in our country of 
employment that they otherwise would have in handling the 
wheat thus passing through. 

In other words, we lose all of this transportation business. 
In addition to that loss, in addition to losing the opportunities 
for milling the wheat that now comes from Canada, there is 
lost a large amount of mill feed as by-product of the milling 
process that is utilized for fattening stock, thus increasing the 
cost to producers of live stock of preparing their product for 
the market. Furthermore, it is a well-known fact that this 
Canadian wheat, often of a higher grade, is mixed with the 
lower grades of wheat produced in this country; making a more 
desirable flour, and thus a better market for the lower grades 
of wheat produced in our country. This advantage is to be ,, 
surrendered. 

In short, I am confident that this duty upon wheat will not 
benefit the farmers of the 'Vest, and that it will result l~etri
mentally not only to them but to the interests of our country 
as a whole. 

Mr. THOMAS. l\fr. President--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon
tana yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 
1\Ir. THOMAS. I trust the Senator will not overlook ili~ fn.ct 

that it also affects our export trade to Canada. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Undoubtedly. Of course as I 

said, if the Canadians can not sell their wheat in this donntry 
they will ship it to Liverpool, and instead of taking American 
products in exchange for the wheat that they would otherwise 
sell in this country they will with the avails take English ·:roods 
and thus there is a loss not only to our manufacturers but to ou; 
workers who find employment in the factories of this country. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me to observe, already the members of the Canadian Parliament 
are threatening retaliatory measures if this bill becomes a -law. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Now, Mr. President, I want to 
pass for a few moments to a consideration of the subject of 
wool-to my mind perhaps the single meritorious provision in 
this bill, with the possible exception of that dealing with long
staple cotton. 

The depressed condition of the wool industry in this country 
at the present time is succinctly but accurately stated in a 
report made by the Tariff Commission, from which I re~d as 
follows: 

The range woolgrowers can not yet dispose of their wool. 
This is issued under date of January 11. The wool clip for 

the past year would ordinarily be disposed of throughout our 
country by the 1st of August. Under date of January 11 it is 
said: ' 

The range woolgro~e~·s can not yet dispose of their wool. Their 
sheep valpes have dimmished by 50 per cent, tbus reducing their 
assets. 'Ihey n<:ed further loans to car'..'y them throuah the winter 
but they are heavily in debt after the trying season just closed and 
their assets are already pledged to the limit as security for their pr'esent 
debts. The drought of 1919, followed by a hard winter and a late 
cold spring, caused high feed costs and other operating expenses' 
There were severe sheep l<?sses during the winter, a li~ht lamb crop 
and heavy Jamb k-sses durmg the spring. The wool clip was rather 
light and very little was sold-virtually none north of central Ari
zona. Expectations of high prices for the lamb crop were not realized 
in part, at least, because of heavy and unexpected imports of frozen 
lamb and mutton from Australasia and South America. The severity 
of the blow resulting from failure to get money for the wool shorn 
which is normally counted on to pay expenses of the previous winter 
and spring, was increased by the shrinkage in the money receipts ex
pected from the sale of lambs. The sheepmen have generally been 
unable to liquidate old indebtedness for newer loans placed after their 
wool money failed, because the receipts from lamb sales have gone 
largely to pay operating expenses up to December 1. J:n many cases 
the western banks can not safely m~ke further loans, but without pur
chase of feed many of the sheepmen can not hope to bring their flocks 
through the winter even if the season be exceedmgly mild. The result 
of this condition is likely to be serious and far-reaching. . . 

Mr. President, this does not overstate the case. It bas been 
frequently referred to heretofore, and I shall not take the time 
of the Senate in further elaborating upon it. It is about as bad 
as can be imagined. 

.Gut, Mr. President, if the facts thus outlined were the only 
considerations they would not, in my judgment, merit any spe
cial legislation by Congress. In the main they relate to the 
ordinary exigencies of the business. In the main the recital 
makes mention only of the usual risks that any man who goes 
into business must take, as any man who goes into -other 
lines of business of a productive nature must take. But, Mr. 
President, the depressed condition at the present time arises 
not alone from these natural conditions to which reference is 
made, but in no small measure by reason of the action of the 
Government itself; and to that extent, at least, and because of 
that condition, it is a proper matter, as it seems to me, for gov
ernmental interposition. 

During the war the Government, with a prudence and fore
sight that were altogether commendable, gathered in wool from 
all over J:he world. Wherever they could buy they bought, 
and brought it here so that our soldiers on the battle field and in 
the camps might be provided with blankets and with adequate 
clothing. · When the armistice came it was found that the Gov
m·nment had on hand 600,000,000 pounds of wool, which it has 
disposed of from time to time to dealers and manufacturers, 
until the accumulation has been disposed of dqwn to som~thing 
below 60,000,000 pounds, a very large portion of that still 
being in the hands of dealers and manufacturers throughout the 
country; and it is because of this great accumulation, in large 
part, that the present price of wool is away below the actual 
cost of production. 

Not only that, 1\Ir. President, but in order to take care of the 
woolgrowers of Australasia, who were unable to get their prod
uct to the usual markets by reason of the shipping conditions, 
the Government of Gr~at Britain took oyer for two ·years the 
entire wool clip of that region, which it has been disposing of 
from time to time, the glut in the market being intensified from 
that source. 
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So I belle\e, fllr. President, that a case is made out on behalf 
of the woolgrowers of the country for gov~rnmentftl aid. I 
should ha\e been glad, if this item wer~ segregated from the 
otber items ·of the bill, to go as far e~en as the imposition of an 
embargo for a limited period upon importations of wool into 
this country until the mark~t c<::mditions for which the Govel."ll· 
ment itself is in a large measure r~sponsible -w-ere re-stored to 
what has been exp~ssed as normalcy. 

But, ?lir. PreSident, tho e in chn.rg~ of the legislation in Con
gress Sf.l.W fit to tie up the pronsion for the relief of the wool 
industcy with other pro'"'isions so forbidding in their na1nre 
that I am unable to gi\e my suppolt to this bill. 

Reference was made a few days ago to the amentlment 
offere(r to the bill imposing a duty upon fto~en. meat. 

I read: 
Ft·esh or frozen beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and pork, 2 cents })er 

ponn<l. M~at of all klnus, prepared or prc:!served, not specially pro•· 
vided fo:r herein, 25 per cent ad valorem. 

l\Ir. Presid~nt, it must be recognized that those who immedi
ately benefit by that pro\ision, whate\er may be the ultimate 
result, are tho ~ who put meats u11on the domestic market. We 
lla\e been ad\·ised that tile annual consmmption of meats of this 
class in this country mdtm~ up t'o an aggregate of 25,000;000,000 
pounds, and we were told only a few weeks ago, in the discus
sion of what is known as tb~ " packers' " bill, that the p-ackers 
control and put upon the market 75 ·pet· cent of all the meat con
sume<l in the United States. The result is, Mr. PreSidtmt, that 
whate>er · oeneflt accrues to anr-one by 1-eason of this pro'(rision 
accrues first-to tl1e extent of 75 per cent thereof-to the pack
ers and other producers of dressed meats that go upon the 
market. 

It is easy to compute, ~Ir. President, that if the price should 
increa e 2 c~nts a pound on 25,000,000,000L>nunds it would mean 
an incre.n ~ in t11e bill of the consumers of meat in this country 
of $000,000,000, 'W per cent of which, or over $BOO,OOO,OOO, goes 
into the coffers of t1Je packel'S ot this country. · Of com·se, the 
price of meat may not be increased, but the purpose of tlle 
enactment of this tariff is to increase the price of meat. 

Mr. Pre identl we wel'e told in the same debate, in connec
wm with tile packers' bill, that "the grow.ers of li~e stock do 
not get prices for what they pro<luce in accoixlance w.ith the 
prices paid to 111e packers for the product they put upon t1Ie 
market. tn that connection it was conceded that the purpose 
of that bill was to i.ltsm-e better prices to the producers of liv-e 
stock, and it was urged, and an appeal was made to representa
tives partlculal'ly from tne New England States and the other 
manufacturing States of the East to oppose the measure, it 
being advanced that if, indeed, tile price should be increased to 
the producers of liYe stock it wo.uld mean an incren.se in prices 
to the consumers of meat in the industrial centers. · 
· :But the Senator from Massachusetts [1\Ir. WALSH] disclosed, 

by elaborate tables prepar~d by the Bureau of Markets of the 
Department of .A.gricultuie, that such a conclusion · does not 
follow at all, and that tb-e prices exacted of the consumer bear 
no relation whatever to the prices the packers pay to the pro
ducers of live stock. 

l\lr. President, if the price of meat to the consumer will not 
go up when the price is higl~e.r to the producer of live stock, 
the pri.ce of live stock will not go up when n. higher price is paid 
for dressed meat to those who put it upon the m~rket. 

1\Ir. President, here is the proposition which confronts us: 
WTe m-e offering a subsidy to the meat packers of this country 
of something like $300,000,000, in the hope that th~y will di\ide 
with the growers of live stock in this country. For myself) 
conSidel·ing the history of the packing business, I am unw.i.lling 
to indulge any hope of that character. 

Now let us proceed to the subject of sugar. The bill pro\-ides 
for a duty of 1 cent n. p~mnd upon sugar, and an additional 
amount for each degree, under tile polariscope test, over and 
above 75 degrees, a thing a little difficult to understand, but, as 
I understn.uu it, it figures out practically 2 oonts a pound, 
taking into consideration the diffe1-ential in fo."lor Qf Cuban 
sugar under the treaty with that countl·y. In other words, ~r. 
President, it is pi<opo ed to put a tariff upon sugar which will 
inc'rease the p1·ice of that staple article, as it is hoped, to the 
extent of 2 cents a pound. 

1\Ir. RANSDELL. Mr. Presidenf:.----
'l'he PRESIDIKG OFFICER. Does the Senator from 1Ion

tana y1eld to the Senator from Lot1i lana? 
Mr. WALSH of :Montana. I yield. 

. M:t>.. nANSDELL. I am sure the Senato.r does not want to 
stntre the matter incon-ectly. The amen<ltnent o1Iered by the 
Sella~· trom Utah [l\Ir. SMOOT], which my colleague [Mr. G:AY] 
statM y~terday he was willing to accept, would. a<lcl 1 cent to 
the present duty. The present effective duty on Cuba:n sugar 

is 1 cent, and the amentlment offcr~d by the Senator from 
Utah would a<'lcl 1 adclitionn.l cent, so that it would be, in addi
tion to the present duty, 1 cent, illld not 2 cents. 

?lir. W ALSR of Montana: I can not agi~ee with the Senator. 
Mr. RANSDELL. I ~·J.ll a.sk tile Senator from Utah if I have 

not stated his a-ruoo.dmcnt correctly? 
Mr. SMOOT. That is absolutely concct; there is not any 

question abot1t it. 
:Mr .. WALSH of Montana 1 do nat care to cnt.er into a d1s

cnssion of the amendtnent. I 1~fer to sectlon 2, whit!h proyicles 
that-

The r'llte of duty Imposed by section 1 (except under paragraphs 17, 
10, and 20) in the case of articles on which a rate of duty is imposed 
by e:xisting law, shnll be in lien of such rat~ of auty du.ring the 10 
months' perlod l"eiettM to in section 1. 

Sectwn 20 is not a....:cepted in that. I am talking about the 
amendment propesed by the Sem.ttt>r fr-om Utah, because I 
assume that is the one which is to be adopted. l'f the amend
ment -reported by ·the committee is to be adopted, the amount 
would ha\e to be increased. ' 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. I assure the Senator that the amendment 
offer~d by me increases the rat~ of duty on sugar 1 cent a 
pound, and that is all. 

Mr. 'VALSH of fifontana. The amendment 11roposed by the 
Senat<>r from Utah reads as follows : 

Sug-.ar-s, tallk bottom!>, sirups o:f cane jtricG, m~1nda, concent·ratM 
melada, concrete and concentrated molasses, testing by the polariscope 
not above 700., se'Venty-one one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound, and 
for every additional degree shown by the polariscopic test, twentY-: 
slx one-thousandth!> o·f 1 cent pe:r pbund additional, and fr-acttons of 
a degree in proportion ; molasses testing not above 40°, 15 per cent 
ad >"alorem ; testing above 40° and not above 56°, 21 cents pe.r gallon ; 
testtng above 56°, 4~ cents pet· gallon ; sugar drainings and suga'r 
s~fjings shall be subject to duty as molasses or sugnr, as the case 
m~cy be, according to polar'iscopie test. That the duties in this para· 
graph llcrein imposed are in addition to the rates of duty imposed on 
such sugar by existing laws, and shall in no manner affect or impait 
such sxist1ng laws. · 

1\Ir. l'resident, let me proceed. I sa:v it is 2 cents a pound. 
If 1 am wrong about it, and anyone can demonstrate that I nm 
wrong, it is a very easy thing to reduce the amount in propor
tion. I am going to proceed upon that basis. 

I ha\e before me the last Statistical Abstrnct, Mr. President, 
from which it appeats that . the consumption of sugar in this 
country amounts to .something over 82 pounds per person per 
annum. That, of course, includes sugar used in the prepara
tion of foods n.s well as suga1· that is used upon the table. 

An increase of 2 cents per _pound in tlle pl'.icc of that sugar 
means an add1tional burden upon every man, womn.n, and chiicl 
in the United States of $1.60 a year, and with 105,000;000 people 
in this country it is easy to compute that it means a burden, 
upon the · people of this country of something ovel.· $100,000,000, 
the shar~ that is imposed upon the ·peo"ple of my State, with a. · 
population of something less than 600,000, e~c~cding three
quarters of a million dollars. I am unwilling to vote that tnx 
upon the people of my State. · 

The Senator from Texas [1\fl'. SirEPPl\:RD], vi'ho made a Tery 
eloquent address immediately before the recess last evening, 
tmderstands that this act is for the benefit of agriculture and 
for the benefit of agriculturists alone, but e\"eryone \\ill ap
preciate that, as in the case of frozen beef and other fr~sh meat. 
the immediate benefit of the duty on sugar does not gO to the 
farmers. It goes to the manufacturers of suga'l.·, who may or 
may not di\Jde. what they get with the growers of sugar cane 
and sugar beets, and we complacently trust in tilem to u1ake the 
dii.i.si on. 

Some question was raised last night as to who these -people 
are who own the sugar factorjes around the country. We were 
advised by the Senator from Utah [1\Ir. SMoo:r] that the Amer
ican Sugar Refining Co., the Sugar Trust, does not o n a con· 
trolling interest in the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. 

1\l,r. THOl\IAS. 1\fr. PTesident-~ 
Mr. \V ALSH of Montana. I yielU to the Senator from Colo-

rado. 
:l'.lr. THOMAS. I think wl1He that is true it is due to the 

investigation, followed by the suit of the United Stntes that dis
sol\ed the Sugar Trust, and the American Co.'s disposition of 
its bect-sugn.r stock was made in consequence of tllat investiga
tion and the pendency of that suit. 

1\Ir. ·wALSH of Montana. I do know that in the hearings 
before the lobby inv~stig..a.ting committee, of which the Senator 
from North Carolina [.Mr. On~ru.IAN] n.nd myself were mem
bers-! see him in the Chamber now-it was disclos~d and un
dispured tbat the Amer.ican Sugar Refining Co. owned 51 per 
cent of the stock of that company and that the remainder i'\-as 
owned by the aggregation known as the Mormon Church. How
ever, that was held simply in trust for the members of tha.t 
church, so it might .very properly be said that 49 pel· c~t was 
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owned by the people of Utah and the neighboring States. The 
fact iR, as it was also disclosed, that the American Sugar Refin
ing Co. practically owns all of the Western Sugar Co., which 
contrcls most of the factories in the State of Colorado, and con
tro~s and owns the Billings sugar factory that owns and oper
ates the great sugar factory in my own State. 

Ur. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that there are 
over 2,000 stockholders in the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. They have acquired their stock 
since 1913. I have the testimony here before me. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will find that, no matter who testi
fie<l, I have stated the fact. I wish to say that it is not true 
that the Sugar Trust owns any such interest in the Utah-Idaho 
Sugar Co. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Anyone can verify the assertion 
made by referring to volumes 1 and 2 of the Senate hearings 
before the subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary in
vestigating the maintenc:nce of a lobby to influence legislation. 
At that time it was disclosed that the most active lobby ln the 
country was the sugar lobby. 

~Ir. SMOOT. All I wish to do is to have the record correct. 
Last evening I said the Sugar Trust did own a controlling in
terest in the Utah-Idaho Co. years ago, but they do not now 
own any stock whatever in it; and when they owned the con
trol there were, I think, between 1,000 and 2,000 stockholders 
owning the 49 per cent, and not one aggregation known as the 
Mormon Church. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But this is all beside the subject. 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes; it is. 
Mr. }V ALSH of Montana. It is rather an unimportant mat

ter. The point I am trying to make is that whatever benefit 
ensues to anyone by the duty being considered does not ac
crue, directly at least, to the growers of sugar beets or the 
growers of sugar cane. It goes immediately to the refiners and 
other manufacturers of sugar, and if they give any portion of 
their added profits to the growers of beets or the growers of 
sugar cane, they will exhibit a generosity that is not charac
teristic, tbougb we trust them implicitly to make such a distri
bution. We have no reason to trust them. We have no reason 
to expect that they will divide what they get with the growers 
of sugar beets particularly. I speak about that branch of the 
subject because I am not particularly familiar with the opera
tions so far as sugar cane is concerned. 

As in the case of meats, the price of beets to the farmer does 
not go up with the price of sugar or go down with the price of 
sugar, neither does it go up when we put a tariff on or come 
down when we take a tariff off. Other considerations fix the 
price of sugar beets to the farmer. I have before me a table 
prepared by the Bureau of Crop Estimates for the purpose of 
showing just exactly what effect the tariff of 1913 had npon 
the price that was paid to farmers for sugar beets. We took 
the tariff off sugar at that time except to the extent of 1 cent 
a pound, and the farmers got no less for their sugar beets. I 
read: 

Average prices paid producers of sugar beets in Montana and Unitej 
States, 1910 to 1920. ~ource, Bureau of Crop Estimates. 
HHO: Price per ton. 

:.\Iontana ------------------------------------~-------- $5. 00 
Unitld States----------------------------------------- 5. 05 

191
\rontana --------------------------------------------- 5. 97 

; ·nitcd States----------------------------------------- 5. 50 
1912: 

:fontana--------------------------------------------- 6. 44 
L;nited States __ --------------------------------------- 5. 82 

1913. 
::\fontana--------------------------------------------- 5. 89 
rnited States ___ -------------------------------------- 5. 69 

We reduced the tariff that year; but watch the year 1914: 
1914: Price per ton. 

1\fontana --------------------------------------------- $5. 95 
"Cnited States ____________ ----------------------------- 5. 45 

TlH-' factory paid more for beets in Montana when the tariff 
was taken off than they did while the tariff was on: 
191:> : Price per ton. 

~fontana--------------------------------------------- $5.97 
Cnited States----------------------------------------- 5.67 

1916: 
llontana --------------------------------------------- 6. 45 
l"nited States---------------------------------------- 6. 12 

1917: 
~ontana --------------------------------------------- 7. 54 
Cnited States----------------------------------------- 7. 37 

1918. 
llnntana--------------------------------------------- 1~00 
United States----------------------------------------- 10. 00 

1919: 
Montana--------------------------------------------- 10. 95 
United States----------------------------------------- 11. 74 

1920 
1rontana --------------------------------------------- 12. 00 
United States----------------------------------------- 11. 63 

So it will be observed that the price of sugar beets goes up 
with the price of commodities in the country generally and 
goes down, apparently, with the price of commodities in the 
country generally, without any reference to whether there is a 
tariff on sugar or not. 

So I am not going to fool myself into the belief that if we 
vote $160,000,000 into the pockets of the American Sugar Re
fining Co. and other manufacturers of sugar in this country the 
growers of sugar beets are going to get any kind of relief from 
the distressed condition in which they find themselves at this 
time. 

I have invited attention to some features of· the bill which 
bear heavily upon the consumer and which, in my judgment, are 
essentially vicious. I wish now to speak of one or two that, to 
use language that would pass out in our country, however un
parliamentary it may be, are pure "bunk." I refer particularly 
to the provision imposing a (luty of 15 cents a bushel on corn, 
the third item of the bill: 

Corn or maize, 15 cents a bushel. of 56 pounds. 

Referring to the Statistical Abstract, I learn that in the year 
1919 we produced in this country 5,502,665,000 bushels of corn; 
that we exported of that 23,018,822 bushels; that we retained 
for domestic consumption 2,475,646,178 bushels; and that the net 
imports to this country were 3,346,463 bushels. In other words, 
in 1919, of corn we exported seven times the amount that we 
imported and we produced seventy times the amount that we · 
imported. I wish some expert in finance would explain to me 
how, under those drcumstances, the imposition of 15 cents a 
bushel on corn, or $15 a bushel on corn, would ·ad\antage the 
growers of corn by a single cent. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, it may be that it was placed 
there as a revenue producer. I notice from the figures that it 
is e:A'"})ected to get $2,000 per annum from that source. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I can not bring myself to vote for 
a subsidy of $300,000,000 to the Meat Trust in the vain hope 
that it will divide on an equitable basis or on any basis with 
the producers of live stock. I am unwilling to burden the 
householder of the country with an added sugar bill of $160,- l 
000,000, one million of which would be contributed by the people · 
of my State, in the infantile belief that the Sugar Trust and 
other refiners and manufacturers will turn it, or any substan
tial part of it, over to the farmers who produce cane or sugar 
beets. 

These are not the only infamies in this measure, but they 
sufficiently characterize it. They not only characterize it, but 
they illustrate the· natural tendency of every tariff bill framed 
on the protecti"le principle to become a bundle of infamies. 
The frozen meat amendment appears here on the insistence of 
a member of the committee coming from a section of the country 
in which the leading industry is the production of live stock and 
whose support it was deemed wise to secure. The sugar amend
ment assures at least two Democratic votes for the bill. Pea-· 
nuts and cottonseed oil are offered as a bait to southern Sena
tors traditionally opposed to legislation of this character. Corn 
finds a place in the list of commodities protected by this emer
gency measure. 

What is the emergency that should impel Congress to come 
to the aid of the corn belt and from what country is it essential 
to exclude importations of corn? Let us have some exposition 
of the necessity of how the price of corn can be raised by an 
import duty, otherwise we are forced to the conclusion that 
this item was incorporated to give Members from the corn 
country an opportunity to fool their constituents into the belief 
that they too profit by this bill which so generously " Scatters 
plenty over a smiling land." 

A tariff bill almost inevitably becomes a vicious log-rolling 
affair, the supporters of the meritorious features, if it has any, 
being obliged to submit to the inclusion of numberless items that 
are utterly indefensible. It acts as a magnet to draw to the 
Capital the predatory and those in whom cupidity is a dis
tinguishing trait. They deceive by their plausibility and get 
consideration by the votes they command. They eagerly attach 
the:nselves to the political party which commits itself to a policy 
that affords them an opportunity to plunder the public, and 
are numbered among its most generous contributors. They 
give up without compelling resort. to the methods known to over
zealous or conscienceless campaign managers for " frying the 
fat " out of the general run of those immediately interested in 
protective duties. The whole system is corrupting and has ex
ercised a debasing influence on American political life. I am 
unwilling to countenance it by my vote in favor of this measure, 
even though it promises some relief to the wool industry in 
which my State leads, and which is beset with untoward con
ditions, for which the Government is itself in no small measure 
responsible, that are discouraging in the extreme and that may 
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metlll bankl:uptoy and min .for ..not ;a ew engaged ..in .the busi- more bags .of sugnr than they eve.r pro<lu.ced in all their exist
ness. IT'lle Government owes them the·hi.ghest eonsideratiol}, but, ence. Th~y .proilllced, .as I stn.te'd .on ye terda.:v, .2,300,000 bags 
I am unwilling to accept it for them •-qpon ·condition ihat sub- of sug.ar. 
sidies mount~ up to Jumdreds of millions be voted to in- lt seems to.llle, -1\.Ir.'Presiclent, it is .a fur-fetch:edmroposition 
terests entitled to no special consideration. 1 to stand here and talk about the ,pt·ice of beets rulmncing dur-

·1\lr. ·SMOOT. l\lr. President, the Senator from Mon~'llla still ing the time of war. "'Ev-e:ryttii.ng advan.ced. The duty had noth
insi. ts tllut the amendment-whtah J hav..e offe~:ed as 'R substitute. iog .whatever ... to do wJth)the pri~e for beets· or any othQr article. 
for tile committee ~e.mendment im]'.loses .an additional duty of 2j lt was a question .of~wha.t the manufacturer would sell for. All 
cen t:s , a _pound ,on sugar. •I do n.ot , know who 'told ,the .Senator. countries in the 'world J::Paid unheard-of prices for everything. 
that, but J: wi:sh to st.ate·to the .Senatortthat•it.is-a rmistake, ,for ' ~t was not any law .which w.as p.asseLl by .Congress which pro-
tile amendmem does not do any such thing. tlm~ed that effect; it w.as the existi.ng,conditions. 

'1\Ir. \V~SH of :Montana. Will the SenntOT from!Uta.hpardan The Senator from Montana refers to the l\leat Trust being 
an inrorrqpHon? 1 benefited,.aLl.d they only because of tile duty · upon frozen meats. 

Ur. 'S.llOOT. iYes. Does not the Senator know that from Australia there have been 
Mr. WIU£H of Montana. The ,Senator from Montana ·had: millions .of ,pounds of frozen .mutton carcasses imported and 

the assiStan e of the advice and counseLof the junior 'Senator, constantJy .coming into fuis , country.? Dees b.e -nat know that 
from Lou.:si.ana [l\.Ir. GAY.], who ::tk,<YUredtit•out -for him. every. eold-stOTage plrurt. in the UnitecLSt.ates ic fill.ed with those 

1\lr. SMOOT. Does the junior Senator from Louisiana -lSay car~sses, and . not owned cyy·. th-e .Pa.<llie.r- ,.bnt.held to ell against 
that my amendment adds to the nresent ,tariff a du~y . ..of-2 cents the sheepman, who is com_pelled ·to go into .the -same market t.o 
a ,ponnd on -sug.ar? £ell his mutton? 

Mr. W:A.USH .of Montana. :I asked the .junior .Se.nntor .from iMr. WALSH of Montana. If the proposed tariff shall raise 
Loui inna .to figuTe .out what tbe ·duty •would be under fhe the pt'ice of meats, every man .who has that stock .which has 
amendment•of the SQIID.tor:.from7Utah, anil he .iigure.U it out as .been brought here1from Australia and :el&ewlrere will_pro:fit by it, 
beiQg 2 cwt.s a ~poun£1. will lle ,not? 

.\lUr. illJ;~~SD.E.LL. ..The "junior .:Senator .from :LouiSiana .meant' .Mr . . SMOO.T. .YeS'; · but 1the tariff will stQp any more coming 
2 cfmts -in tlte- ag.gr~ate, .not 2 cents in. addition. in .here by tl'ie millions of.;pounds, at least, · or if it comes in it 

.arr. GAY. ,If rthe .Senator ·from Utah will, yield to me, ,I de-' ;will hm·e to pay 2 cents a pound duty. 
sire to s:ay that his -amendment figured out...l cent more than the. JH1·. ·\V.ALSH ,of Montana. ·The ·Senator from Ut:rh must not 
present rate of · duty. j .get into a "dispute with me. Of course, werul e:wect it-will raise 

l\fr. SMOOT. But that is not what the Senator ..from :Mon- the price .2 cents. My argument was that that would not go to 
tana ·-sn.id. 1?lle eno.tor .from 'J\lontana said ·it was 2 •cents· 'the :farmers of .the country, .but to the meat-dealers. • 
m01-e, 131ldJ tol<l.him that it fi_gured out 1 cent.mo:r.e .than ,the J\11•. S1H.OOIT' . .lf ... onirozenbeef comingdnto this,country from 
present rate. of duty. Austr.alia wedmpose a duty. of.2 cents a j}Ound if it is brought 

Mr. GA..Y. .The total, duty, with the addition of the duty im- .in he1·e, the increali!ed price -will .go to the fa~mer, because the 
posed bY tb.e . amendmEt-nt of the Senator from Uta.Q., would price-of American mutton would be.advanced that mu..ch. 
amount to 2 cen~s. !lfr . .HARRISON. ~Mr. President, mayll ask the Senator what 

Mr. MOOT. lrhat is true, but DJY amendment . .a'dds only 1 . per cent of. fresh• meats. in this connq·y are controlleU by .the. fiv.e 
cent. I will say to lthe S.C?nator fromlffontana ·thaCI.can .figm:.e .big pa~kers? 
it out inn minnte .if he ,desires .to know what ·my ,amendment l\Ir. SMOOT. I hearcl ,the.Senator .from l\1ontaoa . ..say '7.5 pe~ 
does. Irhe amendment provides that for every d8:t:,"'Tee above cent. 
75 degrees there shall be an additionaLduty of twenty-six .one- J.Ur. HARRISON. Does C1e-Senator from .Uta.b take·issuc with 
thou andUcs of a cent,per .pound . .It begins with 71 cents.n.U75 him·on that tatement? 
degrees. There are 21 degrees above 75 to make it -96 per cent, 1\Ir. SMOOT. Yes; I take the, report--
the ~percentage of raw • Cuban sugar, and twenty-six .one-thou- ..Mr .• HA.RRI.S.ON. ..How much does the Senatol' say .the per-
sandths of.o. eent· on tlrnt :makes M6 cents,:and the 71 cents for cent.a.ge is? 
the 75 degrees makes .$1.25-tb ; and the differential on Quban Mr. SMOOT. Some .say they contr6l a little over .lralf df it 
sugar is 20 per cent, makiu.g .1.ceut·a ,]!>ound duty on -sugar. and some say a little less th.an.half. 

l\11·. WALSH· of l\£ontana. :Let me . .a.Sk fue, Senator if the -dif- i!Ur. HARRISON. Wllat does the "Federal ~rade Commission 
fut-enee betw~en him and me is not merely the Oifference be- •say, may I aSk the 'Se.o.ator? 
tween 80,000,000 wd,$160,000.,'000? Mr. SMOOT. I .forget fue,exact.pel·centage whlch they fix. 

"Mr. :SMOOT. Yes; if the law wc:re in operation for a .full ' ilUr. HARRISON. :They ..say 73.per cent, do they not? 
year and .s,ooo,eoo,ooo :.IJOu.nds of ~sugar .were _consumed, the Mr . . SMOO'T. In -some cases ;:.in ·the ca.se of b.eef, but...nat in 
ilifferenee would be the difference between $80,000,000 and the case of. mutton. 
$160,00().,000. ·That is ~adly what it would be. II 1\Ir. HARRISON. ·of fresh and frozen meats they control 7.3 

U'h€ Seruitor from Montana also said that ·the beet .grower 1per cent. 
will get no advantage \Yhatever from the duty; that.it ~ilLnot 1'i1r. ~IOO'T. 'Tnat :is what the Senator .says. 
go• to him; that rfue priee of bects .is not . based upon the ,priee.of ~r. HARRISON. Ttat is what the Federal Trade Commission 
~gar. I do not tk.B.ow wl1at is the custom in Montana, but I 1says. · 
h11ow what it iB in Utah; aml I .know that .the minimum price ; Mr. SMt>OT. ·Yes. 
for beets dmring the la-st ~ar was $12 a .ton. 1: further know 1\lr. President the Senator from Montana has undertaken to 
that the .contra~t ])Tovides that for evQry dollar of .increase in make a..great.~Lont.oLthe. facLthat in_yea:rs past there was a 
the priee of --8l!gar be~ond a price o~ 12 ce.nts per pound the duty on sugar beets. A low rate of duty was put on sugar beets, 
fnrmel' ·shall get $1 a 1ton more fOT his beets. That IS the con- . but that was· before there was arry"Slrgar-beet industry d.eveloped 
tract in the £tate of Utah, un<l in all of the places where the in this country. 
Utah-Ic1aho Sugar Co. operates the sa.me contract protision i£ 3t1r. W:ALSH of Mont-una. Mr. President, the .Senator misun-
matle. If sugar had remained at 20 , cents .a pouRd, the .beet derstooa me. 'I Clid not speak about any duty on suga·r beets. 
farmers in 'Utall would haYe received •$20 a ton for their beets. Mr. SMOOT. ·What did the Benator have reference to, then? 
The beet>: ugar factoriehwere compelled to ~y412 a ton to the 'Mr. W:AfDSH of Montana. If the Senator had followed me, he 
farme1·, · tllough it•c6 t, with l?12 •beet., $DJ54 .a hundred to make woum have um:lerstoDd·theTeference. I was- speaking about tak
the -sugar, while . the factories are .selling the -sugar to-<my for-~7 ing off the duty on sugar anu stateU that the price o'f beets did 
a hundred, or 7 eents a .:.pound. · not 'fall when ·the duty was taken off of sug-ar, and I asserted 

l\lr. W:A.L H of .Montana.. The .~"'llres which I gave showed that it would not'l:'ise when the duty is put on. 
that t11e factories ruso .paid •$12 a .ton for ·sugar beets in l\Ion-• :Mr. ~f00T. The Senator may have said "beet sugar," but 
tana. I understood· his referenc-e to be to sugar beets. However that 

.l\11·. Sl\IOO'I'. ~nd there ,wa-s not. any. change in the. duty upon. may be, 1\ll'. President, so far as the duty on sugar is concerned, 
beets. whoreveT the farmer is ·pa.id· on tlie basis of the price of sugar 

l\1r. \V1:\.LSH of Montana. JI'hn.t. price was regm·de<l .as :.b.eing the duty upon sugar will thange·the price he-receives for beets, 
so unremtmerative QY the fanuers that the -sugaT-beet factol'ies and' he:will..git the. increased. price.; there.is.no doubt about that. 
la t year were n.ble to obtain on)y one-fourth of tlieir heet That seems tD be the·poHey that is ·adoptro now nearly e-very-
capacity. 1 where except in 1\Iont.ana, and I do not know why it is not 

l\lr. -.&..\lOOT. At.$12 a .ton? ad.epted·thei·e, {llthough, .of course, they may have a reason for 
.il\Ir. \'l:ALSH of Montana. At $.12 n ton. pursuing a different course . 

.Ir. SMOO!l'. Ir.hen the ·situation.in.Montana is Te'f.Y\different Th-e amendment 'vhiCh "' "have offered simply provide~, as I 
from what it is in other States whe1-e the b'eet~suzur industry llave..said, 1 cent a pound additional duty on sugar. That is not 
exists . • ~he :Utah.nnrl Idaho ~ugar .factm:ies)produ..eed last~.yea1.· goil!g to ·take care of· the losses whieh the sug-ar mu.nllfaetm·ers 
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have got to meet this year; everybody recognizes that fact; and 
if \re are going to develop the sugar industry of this country, 
or even if we aim to help that industry retain its present status, 
those engaged in the production of sugar can not go on losing 
money, as they will lose money this year, I will ~ay to the Sen
ator. When the time comes that Cuba can drive out the sugar 

, industry in this country so that it is left entirely in the hands 
of the refiners in the United Stutes, God have mercy upon the 
American people. 

Senators talk about the proposed duty costing the American 
people $80,000,000. I ask them to go back to the years before 

; the war and find out what advantages the American people re
I cei...-cd when beet sugar first came upon the market, and ascer-
1 tain the effect the beet sugar had upon the plice at which Cuban 
sugar was seiling at that time. I can go back to the year 1911 
and show that the sugar refiners of the East, handling nothing 
but Cuban sugar, made enough out of the American people to 
pay many times over the $80,000,000 which the s~:mator com
plains will be imposed upon the American people if my amend
ment is adopted; but just as soon as the first beet sugar came 
upon the market the price began to fall. If this industry is not 
worth saving to the American people, and \\"e do not want ta 
rai e any revenue by a duty on sugar, the best thing to do is to 
strangle the industry at once; wipe it out, and depend upon 
foreign countries for the sugar supply. I do not believe the 
American people want that done. 

ThE> Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Sn.n.roNs], and also 
the Senator from Montana [l\1r. WALSH}, say that it will cost 
the A..roe1·ic:m people :;;so,oootooo. Every single dollar that is 
rni:~ed from the impoFtation of sugar into the United States 
would have to be raised from some other source if sugar were 
plc ced on the free list. The e-xpenses of the Government can be 
met only through taxation, and no ta_""res o.f any kind are imposed 
on goods, particularly those -which we are compelled to import 
into this country, that the people do not pay. If you do not 
raise a part of the necessary revenue from sugar, you have got 
to raise it from some other source. It is all -very weU to talk 
about free sugar saving to the American people $160,000,000, but 
it will net save it. Whate-rer is collected goes into th0 TreasYry 
of the United States. Sugar must be imported; the people de
mand it; and if it were frE"e, and there wa·e nothing going into 
the Treasury of' the United State , it would have to be Iraised 
from some other source; and from whatever source it might be 
rai ·ed, I say to the Senator no\Y, it would have to be paid by 
the consumer in the end. 

I do not think it is necessary to say anything more about this 
amendment. i\Iy amendment provides for a greatly reduced 
rate on sugar from that which was reported by the committee; 
and L.'l.st evening I e)..-plained it, and told the Senate why it was 
proposed. There is no necessity of repeating it. 

1\lr. HARRISON. l\lr. President, I bad hoped that the Senator 
from Utah would.answer some of the arguments of the distin
guished Senator from Montana [~1r. WALSII]. The Senator 
from l\1onta.na, in a very able and clear speech, although his sec
tion might be saW to be interested, told the Senate why he coulu 
not support this bill and lay this enormous tax upon the backs 
of the AmeriCan people, the consumers of the land. He told bow 
much they would have to pay on fresh ~.nd frozen meats, on 
cattle und live stock .. on sugar, on wheat, and the various otb.e.r 
thin.:;s. I had hoped that the distinguished Senator fron "Ctah, 
who has occupied very little of the time that has been consumed 
in the discussion of this bill, would give some reasons for this 
outrageous uctiDn of llis party in tb.is matter. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. :Mr. President, I "\Yill say to tlle Senator that I 
haYe not taken very much time on account of the filibuster that 
bas been going on. 

lllr. HA.RRISO~. Th~ filib-uste-r that has been going on 'l 
1Ur. Sl\100T. I want to say to the Senator that if I had an

swexed in detail it would have taken quite a while; but the Sena
tor will remember that the Senator from l\lontana said that there 
was 25,000,000,000 pounds of frozen beef o..:onsumed in the 
United States, and that 2 cents a pound upon that meant $300,-
000,000, and that it was going to cost the people of the United 
States that much. Then, on the other hand, he immediately 
said that if this duty of 2 cents a pound was put on, the rniset· 
of the meat would never get a cent of it. Now, it can not be true 
both ways. 

1\Ir. HARRISOX Why, the Senator from Montana showecl 
that this tariff on fresh and frozen meats would benefit the five 
great packers that the Senator from Utah recently defended in 
part. at least, upon the floor of the Senate when legislation affect
ing them was attempted to be passed in this body. The Senator 
from Montana s.n.id that the five big packers controlled about 
75 per cent of the fresh and frozen meats in this country. aml 

the Senator from Utah took issue with him; and yet the Sen
ator knows that the Federal Trade Commission in its report, 
after a full investigation, said that they controlled 73 or 83 per 
cent of the fresh and frozen meats. 

lUr. SJ.100T. Yes; and the Senator from Utah took an hour 
and a half the other duy in the Senate to show that some of the 
other report:B thut -were made by the Federal Trade Commission 
were absolutely wrong. 

1\Ir. HARRISON. Oh, yes. 
Mr. S~IOOT. And I say to the Senator now that the reports 

of the Federal Trade Commission cn.n not be relied upon. 
l\Ir. HARRISOX Yes; the Senator from l\fissi sippi knows 

the opposition of the Senator from Utah to the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, if the Senator from Mississippi h~s 
been designated to occupy the balance of the clay, I do not care 
about interrupting him now. 

1\fr. HARRISON. I um delighted to ha\e the Senator inter
rupt me. Perhaps we can get some information about thi 
proposition, and some reasons why certain taxes are placed 
upon certain articles here. 

Ilere is what the report of the Federal Trade Commi!!sion 
says about frozen beef. It says that the five big packers have 
62,535,507 pounds, and that 95 per cent of all the fresh and 
n·o7..en beef in the United States is controlled by the five big 
puckers. I shall not take up the time of the Senate- to :read 
further from that report. 

The Senator says there is a filibu;:;ter. There is no filibuster 
here. We want a vote on this bill. We want to see how 
many Senators on the other side of the Chamber are willing 
to tux the American people and increase the cost of living after 
their promise, only three months ago, that they were going to 
reduce the high cost of living. 

Jllr. Sl-IOOT. It has been reduced. 
1\Ir. HARRISON. Yes; it bas been reduced. I want to read 

from this book that the Senator has seen, with the picture of 
two very distinguished persons upon the outside-the Repub
lican Campaign Textbook for 1920. 

Mr. Sl\100T. For the tenth time. 
l\Ir. HARRISON. No; this is the first time. The Senator 

sees, e"\"en in his dreams, the campaign pamphlet that was di -
tributed through the country in the recent campaign, when in 
large letters they said : " ·why 25-cent sugar? " 

1\Ir. SMOOT. It is 8 cents to-day. 
:!Hr. H.A.RRISO~. "Why 2.5-cent sugar?''" and how you were 

going to reduce it. That is the pamphlet that the Senator from 
Utah has in mind-the pamphlet that he called for from the 
Republican national campaig;n headquarters and said, "Give 
me a reprint; give me more of these; let us show to the people 
that we n:re going to reduce the price of sugar to the consumers 
of the country;~ and now you propose to increase it. 

Mr. S~fOOT. It is 8 cents a pound to-day. 
l\lr. HARRISON. Yes. The Senator did not like the way 

tllat the Sugar Equalization Board functioned durino- the war, 
and yet they held sugar down to the consumers of the country 
and saw that the Army got a sufficient amount of it, and they 
turned into the Treasury thirty-odd millions of dollai"S, and as 
soon as they were forced to relinquish control the price began 
to soar. 

l\1r. S::\IOOT. The Senator is mistaken when he says that 
the Senator from Utah objected to the SuguJt Equalization 
Board. 

l\lr. H.:UlRISO~. Oh, the Senator has critic~ed it; a.nd 
when the Mc.:.'\ary bill was up for discus ion the Senator from 
Utah spoke against it time after time, and finally we had to 
e0mpromise on au amendment that the Senator proposed in 
order to get it through. 

1\lr. SMOOT. And the Senator fi·om Utah was following out 
exactly the reeommendations made- by that board, und 1\Ir. 
Zabriskie's own statemt:-nt, as the Senator knows, was exactly 
in accord "With the position the Senator from Utah took. 

lUr. HARRISON. Yea; and they were wrong all the way 
through. 

1.\Il:. SMOOT. Oh, certainly. If anybody does not agree with 
the Senator from ~.1ississippi, he is wrong. 

Ur-. HA.RRISO:N. The Senator knew that sugar was con
tinuing to go higher all the time~ and that liDless we extended 
by law the life of the Sugar Equalization Board and allowed 
tbem to handle the proposition it would go still higher. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Mississippi was just criticiz
ing the Senator from Utah for criticizing, as he thought, the 
Sugar Equalizing Board. Then when I call his attention to 
the truth of the situation he tlu·ns around and criticizes the 
same boal"d. 
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l\fr. HARRISON. Why, the Senator knows that there was 
a diyision in the Sugar Equalization Board touching that 
matter. 

1\lr. Sl\IOOT. One man. 
l\Ir. HARHISON. Dr. Taussig took one position about it. 
1\Ir. Sl\IOOT. That is all. 
l\1r. HARRISON. The President of the United States took 

a position "'ith him, and the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry took a position with him, and afterwards the 
Congress of the United States took his position on the propo
sition and extended the life of the Sugar Equalization Board. 

l\lr. S::\100T. The Senator knows that the President of the 
United States "'as not a member of the Sugar Equalization 
Board. · 

l\Ir. HARRISON. \\hy, of course, he was not, but he made 
his recommendation. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator knows that the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry had nothing to do with the equalization 
board; the Senator knows that Congress had nothing to do 
with it, but that e>ery member of that board except Dr. Taussig 
was in favor of the position taken by Mr. Zabriskie, and I 
took the very position that they did. 

l\1r. HARIUSON. It was an incorrect position. 
l\1r. SMOOT. So the Senator says. 
l\lr. HARRISO~. And the Congress afterwards said it was 

an incorrect position; the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry said it was; the Attorney General said it was; the 
President of the United States said it was; and the facts that 
ha>e arisen since then have demonstrated that the Senator 
was wrong in his po ition--

Mr. SMOOT. No. 
l\1r. HARRISON. Because as soon as the Sugar Equalization 

Board ceased to function sugar went up, and then the Senator's 
party got out their pamphlet and said, "Why 25-cent sugar?" 
and now that it is going down they want to increase the price 
again. 

l\lr. S~lOOT. l\lr. President, the Sugar Equalization Board 
wanted to purchase the Cuban crop of sugar. 

l\lr. HARIUSO:N. Why, of course, they did. 
1\fr. SMOOT. And the President of the United States would 

uot allow them to do jt. 
l\fr. HARRISON. Yes. 
Mr. SMOOT. And if they had purchased the Cuban crop of 

sugar, as the board wanted to do, with the exception of Dr. 
Taussig-the only member of it who took that position-the 
price of sugar in this country never would have soared to 25 
cents, the matter to which the Senator bas referred. 

l\1r. HARRISON. Why, the Senator knows that the reason 
why the President did not faYor purchasing the Cuban crop of 
sugar at that time was because the life of the act was to expire 
at a certain time, and he asked that Congress extend the act so 
that the Sugar Equalization Board could continue and not die 
with the act as it was written; and the Congress afterwards ex
tended the act, as the Senator knows. Some of us wanted it 
extended for a year, but '"e had to compromise on about six 
months, I think. · 

l\fr. SMOOT. Why, Mr. President, at the time that they asked 
for an extension, after the President had refused to buy the 
sugar or allow the Sugar Equalization Board to buy it or con
tract for it, that board had months and months of life ahead 
of it. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. How many months of life ahead of it? 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I think it was eight months, as I remember. 
l\Ir. HARRISON. It was a very short time. 
1\Ir. SMOOT. No; it was not a short time. It was plenty of 

time to buy all the Cuban crop of sugar, and there was plenty 
of time to distribute that sugar, too. There is not any doubt 
about that; but that was an afterthought, after they had known 
that there was a mi take made that cost the American people 
hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars. 

l\lr. HARRISON. I am glad to hear the Senator's position. 
I am glad to hear him try to excuse himself. 

'.rhis campaign textbook, as the Senator from Utah and other 
Senators on the other side expressed themselves in the cam
paign, says much about a revision of ta~es and a reduction of 
the high cost of living. I want to read JUSt a few passages, so 
that the RECORD will show just how the Senator and his party 
are carrying out their promises to the American people. 

I notice that on page 330 of this remarkable document, under 
" Tax revision," it says: 

Plan and fashion as we will, the country is in for a prolonged period 
of heavy taxation. 

That is one truth they told. 
Facing this prospect, every effort should be made to use those par

ticular taxes which will do least harm to the economic and social life 
of the Nation and at the same time realize the largest measure of 

justice as to incidence and distribution. Such policies are certain to 
contribute to the corrective forces making for a reduction of living 
costs. 

So says this remarkable document. 
Now, the Senator from Utah, in his explanation a few mo

ments ago, said that if we did not put this tax on sugar we 
would have to raise the money in some other way. Doubtless 
that is true; we will have to raise it in some other way; but 
there is a difference between the views of the Senator from 
UtaJ;l and some of us on this side of the aisle, perhaps not all 
of us, certainly a difference between the Senator's party and 
our party, as to the means to be employed to raise these taxes. 
He would levy this tax, whether it is $80,000,000 or $160,-
000,000--and that is the difference that was debated for some 
time between the Senator from Montana and the Senator from 
Utah-but, to take the Senator's figures of $80,000,000, he would 
raise that amount by taxing the people of this country, rich and 
poor alike, who need sugar to eat. It is necessary for them 
to have it for their very existence. 

We would not put a heavy tax upon the poor people of the 
country, who must have sugar in order to live, but would put it, 
if need be, upon the wealthy of the land or upon those who are 
more able to bear the burden of taxation. 

I go further in this remarkable document and read more of 
this good stuff, if it could have been belie>ed, in the matter tlf 
reduction of the high cost of living: 

The influence of rising prices upon such accumulations has been to 
reduce their economic effectiveness by 50 per cent since 1914. In other 
words, the savings' bank depositor, the beneficiary of insurance policies, 
the possessor of building and loan association credits, the owner of 
securities and investments bas had taken from him in the past five 
years in substance one-half of that which he had put aside and sup
posed himself to possess. To the extent that the dollar may hereafter 
regain its purchasing power of five years ago, he will recover the loss 
as to that part of his savings of which he is still the possessor. In so 
far as it will have been expended in the interim, the injury is irrep
arable. 

This is not a wholesome exhibit. Working and middle-class savings 
represent denial and sacrifice to secure provision against sickness, acci
dent, and old age, and to assure protection, after the death of tbP. 
breadwinner, to dependent wife and children. That a large part of 
what has been earned, often painfully over many years and put aside at 
great cost in spirit of thrift, foresight. and family devotion, should at 
the moment when needed be found to have been cut in half. is a cruel 
miscarriage of economic justice. As one man wrote in answer to ouL· 
questionnaire, a man who bad retired on the savings of 40 years of 
toil, "The fruit of 20 years of hard work has been wiped out." 

Salaries : Little need be said as to the plight of salaried classes, 
consequent upon the increased cost of living; the fact is one of wide
spread and intimate expeL·ience. 

Oh, yes; you were going to help him out; you were going to 
reduce it. You say: 

Even under the relatively favorable conditions that have prevailed 
in the past five years, the wage earner has been compelled to figbt to 
maintain his foothold, as to h standard of life, in the quicksand of 
rising living costs. 

Yet on your first opportunity after writing that into your 
campaign textbook you want to press down ·upon these "'age 
earners higher prices for everything they need. 

I go further. You have a big chapter here on the high cost 
of liYing, which reads: 

To the plain citizen of the United States the term " high cost of 
living" has a clear and definite meaning. It sums up the hardship and 
suffering that the American people have borne during the past :iive 
years because of the great rise in the prices of the goods and of the 
services upon which their income is ordinarily spent. Had wages and 
incomes increased in like proportion at equal pace and for the same 
cause as general prices, there would have been no relative increase in 
living costs. 

Then we find in big black letters, on page 153 of this remark
able document, larger type than the other part of the book : 

The high cost of living. 

And under that among other things, you couuemn the Demo
cratic administration for what it did, and you say: 

There is no short way out, and we decline to deceive the people with 
vain promises or quack remedies. 

Let me read it again. I am afraid the Senator from Utah 
did not hear it. 

There 1s no short way out, and we decline to deceive the people with 
vain promises or quack remedies. 

You promised them to reduce the high cost of living, and you 
said you would not gi\e them any quack remedy, and yet you 
offer the greatest quack remedy here in the form of this emer
gency tariff bill that was ever introduced into the American 
Congress. 

Let me go further. Under "Taxation" you have in big black 
letters: 

The burden of taxation imposed upon the American people is stag
gering-
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Says the Republican campaign textbook. Then in the plat
form, on the subject of the high cost of living, your party said: 

The prime cause of the "high cost of living" has been .first nnd 
for<"most a 50 per cent depreciation in the purchasing power of the 
dollar-

And so forth. 
Fnrtber, on the question of the high cost of living, we find 

this: 
l\Iuch of the injury wrought is irreparable. There is no short way 

out, and we decline to deceive the people with vain prommes or qua<'k 
remedies. 

'l'he Senator from Utah knows this is a quack proposition. 
His conscience is stricken already even on the sugar item. He 
saw that the original proposition that was incorporated in the 
bill nnd reported out of the Finan~e Committee was sum a 
greu t burden on the consuming masses, his conscience was so 
stricken over that action, that he is trying to set his IJarty 
right in that one 'item. But he knows that there n.re other pro
vi ians in this bill more infamous than that, more iniquitous 
than that, which will carry a hardship to the American 'People 
even greater than the sugar proposition, which in its oni.ginal 
fmm would .have probably meant a bm·den of $300,000,000 on 
the merica.n people. 

As suggested by the Senator :firom .B.:rizona (Mr. SMITH], i:f it 
is not a quack -remedy~ how about the duty on corn? You 
know you are trying to decei-ve the people on corn. Everyone 
knows there is not as much corn ~oming into 1this country as is 
raised in one county in the State of Illinois. There is {)nly 
$2,000 a year estimated as the return in revenue on corn coming 
in. Yet, though y-ou told the people three months ago in that 
remarkable document in your platform and in large letters that 
yon " decline to deceive th~ people with "\:&in proiilises or quack 
remedies," on the very first opportunity you give them t!~is 
quack proposition on corn alone. 

I read from a speech of a very distinguished Republican, the 
man who carried to \ictory the Republican standard in Nove~ 
ber. In his speech of acceptance he said certain things, and 
among them these : 

I believe that the tax burdens imposed for the war emerg1!ncy must be 
revised t<f the needs of peace and in the interest of equity in distribution 
of the burden. 

Are you proposing to ·do that in this bill? Is there any equity 
in the distribution of the burden, as was suggested by the stand
ard bearer of the Republican Party? 

Then, as to the high cost of living, the President elect said: 
One can not speak of industry and commexce and the transportation 

on which they are dependent without an earnest thought of the abnormal 
cost of living and the problems in its wake. It ts easy to inveigh, but 
that avails nothing. 

Then, in reading the great speech in the Chicago convention 
of the temporary chairman of that con\ention, the leader of iille 
llepublican Party in this boCly, Senator LODGE, I notice he talked 
nbout the high cost of living and suggested certain remedies. 
Among other things Senator LoDGE in this keynote speech at 
the Republican convention said something that is most inter
esting: 

The rise of prices, the bigb cost of living which reach daily into every 
home, is the most pressing as it is the mo:rt difficult and most essential 
proble-m which confronts us. • 

He was the spokesman of the Republican Party in your con
""Vention, saying that the most important question that wns 
prc·ssing itself upon Congress was the high cost of living. He 
goe. · further. He wanted to suggest a remedy in this speech, 
and he said: 

The most potent remedy of nil against advances in the high cost of 
living, however, lies 1n production, which can not be reached directly 
b[ .. ~totutes. It production begins to fail and fall off, the cost of every
tlllll~ will be advanced by the simple force of scarcity which inevitably 
dri,·es prices upward. The most essential remedy for high eosts is to 
kKp up and increase production and particularly should every effort 
be made to advance the productivity of the ..farms. 

Tho e were :words of wisdom that were falling then. He 
aid further : 

Just how much the Government can do in this direction is uncer
tain, but it can aid and support, and if anything -can be done it must 
not be omitted or overlooked. 

Do you believe that Senator LoooE, as tlle spokesman Qf 
the Republican Party in that convention, would have had lhe 
audacity to suggest that this soon after the election, should 
they be successful, they would introduce and report favorably 
from the Finance Committee such a bill a this, imposing u 
heavy tax upon sugar, ancl bread, and butter, and milk, and 
fresh beef, and wool, and all the -various things which arc 
enumerated in this bill! The Senator knows they would not 
bnve gotten started at the post if he ba<l made any suggestion 
lili:e that; but all ;through this remarkable document just the 
opposite was suggested. You were inveighing against the 
high cost of living, you were blaming the party in power for 

it, although you did not tell the American pcop1e that for two 
years you had controllecl the Senn.te, as well as the House, and 
that all legislation was under the control of your party. There 
was but a small percentage of the American people in thut emn
paign who e-ver thought that the Democratic Party was not 
still in control of the House and the Senate. But you inveighed 
against the party then in power for the high cost of living. 
You were going to reduce it. The spokesman at the conven
tion said so. Your candidate for President aid so, and atl 
through this document passages in big black letters ga>e that 
impression to the people. 

Senator LoDGE said further in this remarkable speech: 
I have touched upon this matter of prices and the high cost of 

livin~ because it is altogether th~ most important domestic question 
now before the country and one to which the .Republican Party should 
address itself without delay in every direction where help is possible. 

Are you doing it? Senators, you are pursuing ju t the oppo
site course. You are trying to add to the burden instead of re
moving the burden from th~ aorumming masses. 

If the Senator .from Utah, whose conscience ·has been so 
stricken that he has reduced the tax that his party would place 
upon the people of some $300,000,000 on sugar alone and which 
his party ·in this Chamber recommended should be passed, has 
been moved to ~:educe tit from 2 aents and a fraction down to 
1 cent additional tax per ·pound, wby does he not reduce some 
of the other outrageous proposals in the bill? If be thought a 
2~cent increase on sugar was too much, why does he not think 
that an increase of 30 CBnts a po1.md on wool in some instances is 
too much? What reasoning did the Senator follow, if he be
lieved 2 cents on sugar is too much and if his conscienc~ would 
not permit hlm to vote for a bill carrying that and prompted 
him to reduce it to 1. cent, that he does not try to reduce the 
tax on wool, which is proposed, of 30 cents a pound increase in 
some instances and on Si'me kinds far mo1'e than that? 

Mr. SL OOT. Why does not the Senat(}r ask the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. 'V ALSH] that question? 

lHr. HA.RJUSON. No; the Senn.tor from Montana is on the 
minority side on this question. The Senator from Utah has 
great jnfl.uence in this body, has commanding .influence; his 
\VOrd is almost law in this body, certainly in the Finance Com
mittee of the Senate, so I know of no man here to whom the 
question should he more properly directed than the Senator 
from Utah. I ask again the Senator from Utah, although he 
tells me to ask the Senator from Montana. 

J\1r. SMOOT. I "''ish to say to the Senator that there is 
quite a difference, and I could give an -explanation of it, but I 
do not desire to interrupt the wonde.cful speech being made by 
the Senator from lllissis iP.Pi. 

.1\Ir. HARRISON. I am glad to have the Senator interrupt me. 
Mr. S~IOOT. However, really, J thank him for his compli

mentary remarks, which 11 do not deserve. 
Mr. HARRISON. Yes; the -senator does deserve them. If 

the Senator's conscience hurt him with reference to the sugar 
item, let us see nbout some others, and why it is that his con
science is so seared against them. On wheat, the Senator's 
conscience will stand for an increase from nothing, in most in
stances, to -40 cents a bushel, and yet he says that his con
science would not stand for the outrageous proposal of the 
Senate Finance Committee with reference to sugar, and so he 
is going to reduce that item. I asked him the same question 
as to corn. That is raised .from 3 cents, tlic rate under the 
Underwood bill, to 15 cents a bushel in the pending bill; on 
beans the rate is increased from nothing to $1.20 a bushel ; on 
peanuts, from three-eighths of a cent to 3 cents a pound; on 
potatoes, from nothing to 25 cents a bushel ; on fresh and 
frozen beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and pork, from nothing to 2 
cents a pound. Why not reduce that last item to 1 cent, as the 
Senator's conscience moves him to do in the sugar proposition 7 

On wool the rate is raised from 3 to :15 and 30 cents a pound, 
and on scoured wool to 45 cents a pound. Does not the Senator 
think that is pretty high? How does the Senator explain that 
his conscience would not permit him to stand for the recom
mendation of the Finance Committee with reference to sugar, 
that would increase the present rate to 2 cents a pound, and at 
the flame time his conscience will permit him to stand an increase 
o.f 4:5 cents on scoured wool? 

·Butter is .increa ed from 2! cents to 8 cents a pound, an 
increase of practically 6 cents a pound. Cheese has been in.., 
creased. Of course, the old rate was an ad valorem rate, but 
that has been increased to 5 cents a pound. Milk the Senatm· 
proposes to increase 2 aents a gallon and cream 5 cents a gallon. 
Thus I could go on down the list and .mention hides and various 
other •things. I do not understand tlle force of the Senatru•'s 
reasoning when he says that his conscience will .nat stand for 
the hjgh rate on sugar proposed by the Finance Committee, 
which is about 2 cents a pound, but will stand for all the other 
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infamous, indefensible, inexcusable, and iniquitous propositions 
that are carried in the bill. · 

1\Ir. SMITH of Arizona. If the Senator will permit me, I 
should like to ask how the cost of living is to be reduced by a 
30 per cent ad \alorem duty on the importation of cattle into 
Kew Mexico, for instance? The 30 per cent which I understand 
is provided for in the bill, it will be seen, would mean an 
increase on every steer that was to be killed. The effect it 
would have, if it was done as an emergency measure, would be 
to raise the price of local live stock and to prevent the importa
tion of any other. We are still met by the argument that the 
cost of living is being increased by both processes. 

J\Ir. HARRISON. That is true, but the bill has for its pur
pose, as some one has said, the increasing of the burden to the 
American people. I think it is very correctly characterized. 
In a very short while we shall have an opportunity to vote upon 
the proposition. 

There have been a number of amendments offered to· the bill. 
I was just scanning through some offered by Senators on this 
side and some by Senators on the other side of the aisle. I 
notice that the Senator from Washington [l\1r. JoNES] desires a 
20 per cent increase over the present rates on canned salmon. 
He does not propose that merely the farmers be taken care of. 
He wants to get the fishermen taken care of also by putting a 
tariff on canned salmon. Anything that the American people 
must eat, anything that they need in order to live, it is proposed 
to increase in cost to them. Then he mentions herrings and 
finally gets down to cherries and apples. The same Senator from 
'Vashlngton saw that the Senate Finance Committee had omitted 
eggs and poultry from the proposition. I do not know why they 
were omitted. They included about everything else that the 
people need-frozen beef, milk, butter, cheese, sugar, wheat, 
flour, and all those things. But the Senator from Washington 
saw that they had omitted eggs, and so he said, "Let us put a 
tax of 12 cents a dozen on eggs." Why, 1\Ir. President, eggs 
for weeks and weeks have cost over $1 a dozen. I do· not know 
what they are r.osting now. 'Vhatever they are, it takes a mil
lionaire to buy them, but they haw· been away up in price all 
the time. I notice that before the Ways and l\Ieans Committee 
some one has proposed a tax on eggs in order to try to protect 
the hens of the United States against the hens of China and 
Japan. Here we shall have an opportunity to vote on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Washington. 

If the policy of the Republican side of the Chamber is to be 
carried out, we will have the amendment incorporated in the 
hill to put a tax of 12 cents a dozen on eggs. On frozen eggs the 
Senator wants a tax of 20 cents a dozen and on dressed poultry 
n tax of 15 cents a pound. How is the Senator from Utah going 
to get out of that proposition? That is no more infamous than 
the other pro\isions carried in the so-called emergency tariff bill. 

I riotice another amendment offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire [1\lr. l\IosEs]. He is not satisfied with the treat
ment of his people in this proposition, and so he says that 
needles for knitting or sewing machines shall be taxed $1 a 
thousand and 25 per cent ad valorem; latch needles-I do not 
know what those are-$1.15 per thousand and 35 per cent ad 
valorem. Even the poor old woman who has to buy sugar and 
flour, and milk and butter, and some clothing, wool or cotton, it 
does not make any difference which, must pay a tax on all those 
things, and now t)le Senator from New Hampshire wants us to 
place a tax on the needles that she buys. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LonGE], the leader OI). 
the Republican side of the Senate, is not satisfied with the bill, 
and so there must be something included to get him to support 
it. It is a regular logrolling venture, as was suggested by the 
Senator from Montana [1\Ir. WALsH]. We need these votes to 
pass it, and so we will bargain with you, we will give you a 
sugar tariff in order to get your vote, we will give you a tariff 
on your li\e stock and your frozen meats, but you have to vote 
with us to put through the bill. If you have some cherries or 
apples we will gi\e you a tax on them, but you have to stand 
with us on the final passage of the bill. 

Then the~· come down to us in the South, and they say, "Here 
is where we catch some of the Senators from the South," Sen
ators who ha\e always inveighed against a protective tariff, 
who have abused the Republican Party since their entrance 
into the political arena for the high-protection principle for 
'"''hich the Republican Party stands. So when they get down 
South they say, "They raise a lot of cotton in the South and 
we will put a tariff on that." I doubt not that this scheme 
originated in the fertile brain of the Senator from Utah, be
cause he is adroit, he is smart, he is able, and he knows the 
tactics to employ to put through the Senate a bill that has as 
much infamy as is contained in the pages of this bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. 1\Ir. President, I can not stand for all this 
flattery and these complimentary statements, because they ure 
not true, they are not correct. I desire to say to the Senator 
from Mississippi that the first motion that was made in the 
Finance Committee was made by the Senator from Utah, and 
that motion was that we report the bill just as it came from the 
House and that we oppose all amendments in the committee 
and on the floor of the Senate. So the laudations which the 
Senator from Mississippi is heaping upon the Senator from 
Utah are not justified. 

1\Ir. THOMAS. Mr. President, as a member of the com
mittee I can testify to the accuracy of the Senator's state
ment. 

1\Ir. l\IcKELLAR. I think it needs some limitations and some 
reservations, because I am quite sure the Senator from Utah 
has very vigorously espoused the cause of the .sugar tax, and 
that is an amendment. 

Mr. THOMAS. It is an amendment to an amendment. 
Mr. 1\IcKELLAR. It is an amendment to an amendment; but 

I say there are reservations to be made to that statement. The 
Senator from Utah has espoused just as vigorously as almost 
anyone else the tax on sugar. It is not quite as large as the tax 
placed in the bill by the committee over his protest, as I 
understand, but, nevertheless, it is an amendment of the bill 
as passed by the House. The bill as passed by the House con
tained no tax on sugar. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that after the 
amendments were agreed to and after it became clear that we 
were going to change it, of course I knew that it would have 
to go uack to the House, because it changes the position of the 
House entirely. Then it became a question for me to use my 
own judgment, and that is what I did. 

l\Ir. l\IcKELLAR. I said there should be some reservations. 
l\11'. Sl\IOOT. I really did not know what the Senator had in 

mind when he made that statement. I am glad to hear him 
state what he had in mind. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. That bears out exactly what I had in mind. 
I said the Senator was able, that he was adroit, that he knows 
how to put legislation through the Senate. He would never 
ha\e shown his fine Italian hand in the Senate on this propo
sition. He knew the best way to secure a tariff on '"ool, ''illl 
this joker in the bill, was to pass it in the exact form in which 
it came from the House, though he would not have been tha one 
on that committee to have suggested the tax on sugar, the tax: 
on frozen beef that protects the five big packers of the country 
who control 80 per cent of the frozen and fresh beef in the 
country. No; but there are other members on the committee 
and the Senator dominates some of them. You can not blame 
them. A Senator who occupies a position on the great Appro
priations Committee and on the Finance Committee wields an 
influence here that is exalted, that is powerful. So there might 
ha\e been a member of that committee seeking favor with the 
Senator from Utah who allowed himself to be seduced, so to 
speak, when the amendment was offered. The Senator may 
have said, "\\ell, I will vote for it; there are enough votes to 
pass it, anyway"; and the amendment was reported out. 

The logrolling process continues, and when the measure comes 
upon the floor of the Senate here an appeal is made to the live
stock men, and so there is a tax placed on cattle and oth£>r live 
stock and on frozen meats. An appeal is made to the Senntors 
from Louisiana, and so we ha\e a duty on sugar. Then ar.. ap
peal is made to some Senators who come from Democratic 
States, Senators who, as I have said, have always heretofore 
inveighed against the Republican doctrine of protection and 
said that it robbed the many in order to benefit the few. ancl 
those Senators change front because they think they can go 
back to their people and hand them this "gold brick" in the 
shape of a duty on cotton. 

So when I was so fulsome in my laudation and praise of the 
Senator from Utah, when I said that he, perhaps, conceived the 
idea of putting a tax on cotton in order to have some oi the 
southern Senators fall ir.to line, I was paying him a very just 
tribute. The thing at which I am surprised is that the Sen
ator's party has not heretofore attempted- to put a tariff on 
cotton in order to try to hoodwink the cotton farmers of the 
South.. I do not think he would have obtained the vote of any 
Senator over on this side by that policy, though it is the old 
policy which has often been pursued. 

Tbat is the policy that is pursued, if I recall correctly, by a 
she bear who with her young is being pursue<l. She will 
drop one cub in order to divert the attention of her pursuers. 
Some of us on this side who come from cotton-growing sections, 
however, are not going to be diverted by having thrown at us a 
tariff on cotton. We are going to pursue this iniquitous bill to 
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the end, and we are going to crush it if we can get any support 
on the other si<le. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. I have to smile at the earnestness of the Sena
tor from Mississippi. 

l\1r. HARRISON. I am very earnest. 
Mr. Sl\IOOT. I desire to say, however, that the House of 

Representatives put the 7 cents a pound duty on cotton. It 
seems to me that the Senator from Mississippi ought to ask the 
two Democratic Senators from Arizona why they desire the 7 
cents a pound on cotton which was imposed by the House and 
which was in this bill as it came from that body increased to 
30 cents a pound. That would be the proper source to go to in 
order to trace the iniquity at least of one of the proposed amend
ments to the bill. 

l\1r. HARRISON. I know that the Senators from Arizona, so 
far as tllis bill is concerned, have had no influence in putting on 
an amendment. The influence must come from the Senator from 
Utah or from some one who is in this conspiracy with him. 
The Senator from Utah says the provision relating to cotton 
was initiated in the other House. However, the influence of the 
Sen a tor from Utah does not stop on this side of the Capitol. 
A Senator who serves as a conferee upon the great appropria
tion and revenue bills, who is the leader in his State and in the 
Nation of what is called a great political party, has some in
:fluence on the other side of the Capitol. 

Now, I want to go further with some of the amendments, for I 
have been diverted. I see that the leader on the other side of 
the aisle offered an amendment tu the bill, and here is his 
amendment. That amendment has got to be accepted, perhaps, 
or he has got to be satisfied in some way in order to get his 
vote for the bill, because I can not for the life of me unde~stand 
how the Senators from New Hampshire, or the Senators from 
Vermont, or the Senators from New York, or the Senators from 
Massachusetts, or from Rhode Island, or from Connecticut, or 
from Pennsylvania, or from any States in that section of the 
countrv can afford to vote for a bill which will bring reprisals 
and retaliation on us by other nations in thei,r dealings with u~; 
that will embarrass and handicap us in our whole foreig!l trade; 
that will restrict the great manufacturers of the East who .have 
found markets abroad from selling their products there. I 
can not understand how those Senators-and I include in that 
list the Senator from Michigan [Mr. TowNSEND], who represents 
the great industrial city of Detroit and other industrial cities 
such as Grand Rapids, Lansing, and Jackson, where men h~ve 
been thrown out of employment because the automobile industry 
is going a little slowly at this time; where bread lines, if the 
newspapers quote the situation correctly, have been formed; 
where men are walking the streets by the thousands waiting to 
be taken back into the factories of that State-! can not under
stand how a Senator from the State · of Mi~higan can vote for 
this bill that will lay the heavy hand of taxation on all the 
necessaries which those men need in order to live. 
. I should .very much dislike to have the task on my hands Qf 
explaining my vote for this bill to the people who reside in the 
great industrial centers of Pennsylvania, New York," and 
throughout the East, including Massachusetts, from which 
comes the leader of the Republic~ Party in this Chamber. 

However, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LonGE], the 
le~der of the Hepublicans of the Senate, offered this amend
ment: 

Upon hides-
! notice the Senator from Utah has gone from the Chamber, 

and I am sorry-
Upon hides of the kind provided for in paragraph 26, when advanced 

in any manner or by any process of manufacture, and manufactures of 
which hides ot auy kind provided for in paragraph 26 are a com
ponent material, the rate of duty imposed shall be 10 per cent ad 
valorem. 

The Senator from Massachusetts knows that when a high 
tariff is placed upon the raw material there must be placed a 
compensatory duty upon the finished product. So he is trying 
to have incorporated in this bill a provision in consequence -of 
which he may say to the manufacturers of his State "I helped 
you, too " ; but he will also have to answer to the consumers 
there for his action; he will have to answer t-<> the wage 
earners, the bread liners, and tell them why he sought to im
pose a heavy tax on the ne\~essaries of life, and at the same time 
wanted to impose a heavier tax on the clothes which they must 
wear. The object" of the Senator from Massachusetts is not to 
stop at the breakfast table, but to lay an additional burden on 
the clothes which men must wear. So he offe'rs an amendment 
proposing an outrageous ta~ of 10 per cent ad valorem on down 
the line on the manufactures of hides and skins; in other 
words, a suit of clothes worn by the average man will neces
sarily be greatly enhanced in price. I do not know how much 
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it will figure out because when you put the duty on noils and 
tops and scoured wool, up and down the line, pyramiding it, St) 

to speak, the poor devil wlio has to work for a small wage can 
not afford to buy a suit of clothes. 

'Ve have waited patientJy for months and for years for the 
price of clothing to drop; some of us have been forced to wear 
our old clothes in the hope that the time would come when a 
reduction in the price of clothing would be advertised and 
enable us to buy new clothes; but at the first ray of hope, when 
prices are just beginning to decline a little, we find that the 
party in control, notwithstanding the promises they made three 
months ago to the American people to reduce the cost of living, 
to reduce the prices of the necessaries of life, now offer them a 
stone by increasing the cost of living and the burdens that they 
must bear. 

Let us see what other amendments are offered to this bill. 
The Senator from ·washington [l\lr. JoNES] has offered an

other amendment proposing a duty on lime. His amendment is 
as follows: 

LIMESTONE AND LIME PRODUCTS. 

Lime •in cooperage, 50 cents per hundred pounds, ~ross weight; lime 
in bulk 30 cents per hundred pounds; hydrated hme, 40 cents per 
hundred pounds gross weight; limestone, broken or crushed, in bulk, 
15 cents per huildred pounds; ground limestone, in bags, 7"1! cents per 
hundred pounds ; ground limestone, in bulk, 5 cents per hundred 
pounds. 

He not only wants to take care of the farmers and the cherry 
raisers of his State, and the fishermen who catch salmon and 
herring--

l\1r. KING. And suckers. 
Mr. HARRISON. And suckers, as suggested by the Senator 

from Utah but he wants to put a duty on lime and limestone.. 
So I find a'nother Republican Senator is not satisfied with this 
bill, and in oruer to get his vote I imagine those see~ing the 
passage of this bill will have to allow some amendment o~ered 
by him to go in the bill. 

The distinguished Senator from Missouri [Mr. SPE~CER] has 
offered an amendment to th~ bill. He wants to take some~hing 
back to certain people in his State; he wants to say th~t he, 
too, has in:fluence ~this body. Do you know what he proposes? 
He proposes a duty of 2 cents a pound on sun:flower . seed. 
[Laughter.] It is easy to get him right; all you have to do, I 
will say to the Senator from North Dakota, in this instance is 
to adopt his amendment to put a tax on sunflower seed and. 
sun:flower oil, for he wants that protected also. Give him the 
duty on the sunflower seed, anyhow, if you can not give him 
the duty on oil. . 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I am sorry if we have left 
out anything that the Senator from Mississippi wanted. 

Mr. H..I\.RRISON. No; I did not offer the amendment, I 
will say to the Senator from North Dakota. I am against it. 
I am against the whole nefarious scheme. But a Senator on 
the other side of the aisle, the Senator from Missouri, evidently 
is not satisfied with the bill and wants to add a tax on sun
:flower seed. 

There are some other amendments here. Some Democrats 
have offered some. I will not speak of those. I want to com
pliment and congratulate one Senator on the other side who 
has offered an amendment, and I am for his amendment. I am 
going to vote with him for it. I refer to the senior Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH]. He offers an amendment to strika 
out of this bill the tax that you propose to levy on "milk, 
preserved or condensed, or sterilized by heating or other 
processes," and so forth. And this is the on1y am('nclment 
offered by a Senator on the other side of the ai.·!e that does not 
tend to increase the cost of living. 

The idea ! The idea of levying this increased tax on those 
who need milk! You want to starve e-ven the little babies of 
the country that must necessarily have milk. It is bad enough, 
Senators, to increase the cost of clothing, whether it is cotton 
or wool; it is bad enough to increase the price of shoes, as you 
will -uo in this bill; it is bad enough to increase the price of 
sugar to the 105,000,000 people in America ; it is bad enough 
to increase the price of flour, if the contention of the Senator 
from North Dakota be correct; but when you put a tax on milk 
that the little children of this country must have it is going 
quite too far. So I am 'Yith the Senator from Idaho in striking 
from this bill this infamous provision that would prevent the 
babies of this country from getting milk, if it is adopted. . 

Here is a pretty sensible amendment from your viewpoint. 
There is wisdom in this proposition. There is good horse sense 
in it. This is an amendment that is offered by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs], in which he says: · 

Strike out all of the bill after line 4 on page 1 aud insert the fol
lowing. 
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In other wonl . . lle would strilre out the protisions <1f this bill, 
nntl, so :r,u as tho e p1·ov:isions" are concerned, he would substi
tute_ the tax as levied in the Payne-Aldnich tariff. bill. Now, 
that is the last bill prior to .the present law that received real 
copsidera.tion by Congress. That bill was debated in the House 
for montlu::. It was considered in. tbe Committee on "'~ays and 
~feans for months. It came here, a.nd the Finance Committee 
of th~ Senate considered it for months. Then the Senate,. after 
di~J]ssion. for weeks and months, passed it. Of. course, it was 
iniquitous; it was indefensible; it carried your party to defeat; 
and yet it was not- one-thirct as outrageous, as, indefensible, as 
inexcu.,able as the bill now being discussed in tllis body. 

lliu. MOSES. 1\lr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TR.U.!MELL in the- chair}'. 

Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the Senator from 
New B amp shire? 

~lr. HARRISON. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. MOSES-. If the Swato.r will permit me, I wilL inter

rupt him only long enough to thank l!im for this 33~ per cent 
compliment which he pays me-. 

Mr. HARRISON. It is due to the Senator.. Of. courne, we 
think th~ provisions of the Underwood-Simmons tariff law are 
cortect, just, fair,. and wise. We think it is the best tariff law 
_that was ever written upon the statute books. We did it he
cause the American people commanded us to do it. We promised 
them something, and we gave them. that which we promised. 

1\.Iu. MOSES. Oh, no, Mr. President. 
· Mr. HARRISON. I arii glad the Senator differs with me. 
' 1\Ir. MOSES. The people cried for bread, and the Democratic 
Congress ga\.e them a stone. 

1\.Ir. RARRISON. We promised them something; we were 
commissioned to give them that, and we did, in the form of the 
Underwood-Simmons tariff law. But, while I commend the 
Senator from New Hampshire for offering the Payne-Aldrich 
law as a substitute for the provisions of this bill, because it 
.was, as I say, considered at lenorrth, deliberated upon for days, 
.and based upon some knowledge, the American people con
demned it, President Taft condemned it, and in tlle election, 
when the verdict was left to the people as to whether or not 
they shoulu approve it, they disapproved it, and we gave them 
that which they were promised. So if you really want to do 
.something on the other side of the aisle that i., bad, but not to 
such a degree as you propose to do by the emergency taLi..ff bill, 
you should vote for the amendment that is offered by the Sen~ 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs]. 

I think the Senator from Utah [1\.Ir. SMOOT] was one of the 
Senators who had more to do -with writing the Payne-Aldrich 
tariff law, perhaps, tlia.n anyone. else. He defended it upon 
the floor of the Seuate. Other Senators over there who are 
still in the Senate condemned it. I think I can almost hear 
ringing out now the eloquence of th~ distipguished Senator 
from Iowa, l\lr. Dolliver, inveighing against Schedule K, point
ing out the dangers that lurked within i,t and the infamy of it. 
The same position was taken by the other Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. Om.nrL"ts], the Senator from Wisconsin [l\lr. LA FoLLETTE], 
and other Senators on the other side of the aisle. But, over 
their protest, the Senator from Utah and the late Senator from 
Rhode Island, 1\fr. Aldtich, with those who thought as they 
·did, passed the bill, and then the voice of the people rang out 
and condemned it; and . yet, with all that condemnation, still 
remembered by the American peovle, you propose in thls bill to 
make the rate on wool higher than was ever tho-qght of being 
incorporated in the Payne-Aldrich tariff law! 

There are other amendments that are prQposed. I come now 
to the amendment of the Senator ftom Utah [Mr. S¥ooT] on 
sugar. The leader on the other side is not satisfied with your 
bilL You have got to do something to get him in line. I 
have suggested, while the Senator was absent from the Chamber, 
some of the amendments suggested by tlle Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. LoDGJ,l:], but here is one: 

In paragraph 18, ·page· 4, line 5, after the words " per pound;• 
insert the following : 

Provided, That skirted wools ns imported in 1800 Qnd. nrioc thereto 
n.re hereby exempted. . 

Now, may I ask the Sen!ltor from Utah whether he is in 
favor of that amendment? · 

Mr. Sl\100'1;. I tbink the amendment will be modifie<l before 
it is offered. 

Mr. HARRISON. Modified in what respect? 
Mr. SMOOT. I d.o not want to speak for the S~nator from 

:Massachusetts. I :re::llly do not know. 
Mr. · HARRISON. I am just wondering if that amendment 

meets the Senator's approval. . 
· Mr. SMOOT. No; and afte1~ n full ' explanation of it I d~ 

not think the changes necessary will be opposed by the Senator 
~om Massachusetts. 

Mr. HARRISON. What is the object of that amendment. may 
I ask? I attacked this provision some days a~o--some weeks 
ago, in fact~and there has been. no explanation made of the 
provision on wool in this emergency tariff bill, and I am wonder
ing why that amendment should be adopted. I have my ideas 
about it, and :C ::un going to give them to the Senate presently; 
but 1 am wondering now why the Senator approves of thu..t 
amendment. 

1\!r. SMOOT_ I have just told the Senator that I diu not 
a.pp:x:ove of it in the shape that it appears there. 

M:~: H:A.RRISON. Does the idea as expressed there meet the 
a.pprovul of the Senator? . 

Mr. SMOOT. No; not in the shape that it is at present, 
because with the idea expressed there I am not in fa\or of 
the amendment. 

~.1r. HARRISON. I nm in favor of it. The Senator will not 
give: me an explanation. I am going to tell him why I am in 
favor of it. I think somebody has- put a, joker in the wool 
provision in. this bill. 

Mr-. SMOOT. There is no joker_ 
Mr. HARRISON. The Senator S..'l.YS thene is no joker. Let 

us see, Wool to~day in the Underwood bill is free. In the 
Payne-Aldrich. law I believe the duty- was 12. cen on unwashed, 
'\\'USb.ed, ani.t scouJ:ed wool, and, so forth. Now-

Wool .commonly known as clothing wool, including hair of the camel, 
angora. goat, u.nd alpaca, but not such wools as ure commonly known 
as ca.rnet wool&: Unwashed, tri cents per pountl-

Higher than ever proposed before. Now, if tile Senator dis
putes that statement, if he ea.n recall where it was ever pro
posed before to put so high a tariff on unwashed wool-

lUr. SMOOT. No; the Senator has not denieu thnt--
Mr. HARRISON. I know he has not. 
Mr. SMOOT. But I want to say to the Senator that this is a 

temporary measure, and it is not going into permanent law; 
and I said to the Senator the other day when this question 
was up that I would not vote for a duty of 15 cents a pound ou 
wool in a regular tariff measure. 

This, however, is a temporary measure, as the Senator knows; 
and the Senator also knows that over half of the woolgrowers 
of this country now are absolutely ruined. I do not know 
whether you can save the other half or not; and if you destro:y 
the industry here, it is gone for 25 years. 

As I said to the Senator the other day, if this bill' becomes 
a law it will be too late to save half of them, but it will per
haps -help, or we thought it would help temporarily, the other 
half. The Senator from Montana told the Senator from ~llssis• 
sippi just a little while ago what a horrible condition they were 
iri, and I say that the Senator ftom Mississippi knows that they 
are in that condition, too. I do not think he denies it. 

l\1r. HARRISON. Why, of course I kn'ow it. I sympathize 
with them very, _ very much. They are in the same condition 
that the cotton farmers o:f my section are in. 

1\Ir. SUOOT. No; they are in quite a different condition. 
· l\fr. HARRISON. I do not think the-y could be in any worse 
condition. I know there is a bad condition there. 

Mr. Sl\fOOT. Yes; they can be in a 'vorse condition, and I 
want to teU the senator why. The cotton planter of the South 
at least will ha-ve his land when he is through with this year. 

1\fr. HARRISON. r do not know whether he will or not. 
l\1r. S:MOOT. It will not be destroyed. . 
1\fr. HARRISON. A lot of it is being sold right now at 

trustees' sale. 
Mr. Sl\IOOT. In any event, it goes to somebody else ta 

raise cotton, and that can not be done with the sheepman. 
If his sheep are sold, they go to the slnughrerhouse, and it will 
take another quarter of n. century to get the business started 
again in this country. 

That is why I said what I did to the Senator the other day, 
that in an ordinary tariff measure, enacted for the purpose of 
covering a number of years and pronding a permanent tariff 
ra.te .. l would not vote for those duties. 

Ur. H.A..RRISON. I am glad the Senator would not. But 
if you ever get this rate established by the :gassage of this _legis
lation, and you sta.rt to write your new tariff bill, which wilt 
be in the course of a couple of months-they are writ4lg" it now 
in the House-does the Senator think he can make the wool
growm:s out in Utah, m.· anywhere else, believe thnt within less 
than two on three months you must reduce a tariff, which, in 
your best judgment, was proper three months before tllat? If 
you eYer get this rate in. this bill, you will ne\er be able to 
reduce it in any perrnammt 1egis1ation that is passect by the 
incoming Con.g.ress. 

1\Ir. SMOOT. Tlle Senator is mirtaken about tha.t. 
!Sir. HARRISON. That is ruy ooinion. 
lUr. SMOOT. I am not denying that, but I say the Senator 

is mistaken. The wool people expecte<l this bill t.o be passed 
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long before now, and it ought to have been, to have really 
brought the full measure of assistance they required, and even 
then, as I hil.V(' said, it would not have done it. But it ought to 
have been done. I will say to the Senator now that the next 
tariff bill will not carry these rates. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. How much does the Senator think the next 
tariff bill ought to carry? 

l\Ir. Sl\fOOT. I am not going to undertake to say what the 
House will do. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. I am asking the Senator what he is in 
favor of. 

l\Ir~ Sl\IOOT. That will all depend upon ·the circumstances at 
that time. 

Ur. HARRISON. So that if tl1e conditions are the same 
three months from now, when that bill gets here, as they are 
now, the Senator might be in favor of reducing it 1 cent a 
pound? 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not saying what I would be in favor of 
doing. 'Vhen the time comes I will decide that. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I do not think the position of the 
Democratic Party with respect to the tariff is that protection 
shall be accorded to the manufacturer and denied to the pro
ducer of raw materials. If you impose a tariff upon the prod
ucts of wool--that is, the woolen manufactures--and can de
rive a revenue from wool itself, there _ought to be a tariff laid 
upon wool. I believe that a reasonable tariff upon wool would 
be a fair and a legitimate exercise of the taxing power of the 
Government and would yield considerable revenue. The great
est tariff bil1 that was ever written--unless it was the one that 
my friend, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] wrote
was the Walker tariff bill, and the basis of that bill was that in 
laying duties there should be no discrimination against section 
or against class or against products, raw or manufactured. A 
proper application of that fundamental democratic principle is 
that in the imposition of a tariff you shall not accord all of the 
benefits to the manufactured product and deny them to the raw 
material. 

l\lr. HARRISON. The Senator's statement is right in line 
with the argument against passing a piecemeal measure like 
thi , that the whole tariff question should be considered as a 
whole, and not as to certain classes or as to certain sections 
as the case might be. ' 

What we were discussing was a defense of the high rate im
posed on wool at this time, higher than ever before, and the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] admits that it is higher than 
he has ever heard proposed on wool before-15 cents a pound on 
unwashed wool, 30 cents a pound on washed wool, and 45 cents 
a pound on scoured wool. 

But there was no sentiment in this country among the farm
ers· or in any other class for this legislation until the politicians 
held it out to them as a promise of some good. When the time 
comes to write the tariff on these propositions in your coming 
extra session of Congress, I want to see some of the letters those 
of you who now vote for these provisions will write back to 
your constituents, saying, "Oh, the conditions have changed. 
Circumstances are not now the same as they were then, and I 
have to vote to reduce the tariff I voted for in the emergency 
tariff bill." 

You will make your constituent just as mad then as you would 
make him now if you played on the level with him and put the 
cards on the table and told him you had been hoodwinking him 
in the past, and said, " I am not going to do it any more." If 
you go to him and say, "It is not my duty as a Senator or a 
Representative to vote special favors for any class, any section, 
or any number of people at the expense of the many, but I am 
to look at the proposition in a broad way, and I can not afford 
to go back on the promises I so solemnly made to the American 
people in October, 1920, that the cost of living would be reduced; 
I refuse to break a pledge I made to the American people, and 
I can not vote for this iniquitous measure, which will place 
heavy burdens on the great consuming masses," then you would 
not have to make explanations in the extra session of Con
gress ; but you will writhe and you will tremble and you will 
be frightened to death--political death at least-during the 
extra session when you have to explain why you are in favor 
then of reducing the tariff you now propose and have put into 
this bill. 

So I predict that you will not do it. I predict that there is 
not enough courage upon the part of men who are going to vote 
on the proposition three months from now, when a permanent 
tariff bill is before us, to reduce the rates from those you are 
going to vote for now. · 

So I am just assuming-and the assumption is practical in 
its common sense-that whatever rate is written in this bill and 
passed as an emergency measure will be carried over into the 
extra session of Congress and it will be an incubus you will 
fasten on the American people. I am not willing to do it. 

Now let me get back to wool. I was in hopes that the Senator 
from Utah would explain that proposition, but he has not. I 
will tell you why I think the leader on the Republican side 
offered this amendment to this bill. He saw the injustice in the 
provision on wool. Whether it was deliberately put in there 
or whether it got in there inadvertently I do not know, but the 
Senator from Massachusetts discerned it, and so be wants to 
take care of the situation. He knows that if you report such 
a provision as this out of the Finance Committee and pass it it 
would mean disaster to the Republican Party. So he says," Let 
us place in the wool schedule, where these high and unreason
able and exorbitant rates on wool are written, a proviso which 
shall read: 

The Senator excuses that by saying that this is a temporary 
measure. The Senator knows, as a practical proposi.tion, that 
when you get a rate established that is defended ·upon the 
theory of protection, it is bard to reduce that rate, and I make 
the prophecy now that whatever rate is establish"A 1.n this Provided, That skirted wools as imported in 1890 and prior thereto 

<OU are hereby exempted. 
emergency tariff bill there will come from every section of this 
country, from those people who are interested in the various The Senator from Utah says that while he may not favor 
items you propose to protect, a protest against reducing the this exact language, the idea carried in it meets his approval. 
tariff you propose to place in this bill. You will have to meet It is because he has been convinced since this bill was reported 
the same proposition then, whether it is two months from now, out of the committee, where it received about two minutes' con
three months from now, or six months from now, in answering sideration of the Senators present, that it is so crudely drawn 
your constituents, that you must meet now. that it needs to be smoothed out in a lot of places. 

It is said there is a demand for this legislation, that it is Here is the joker. Here is what I want explained by the 
needed. No one ever heard of any demand by any organiza- Senator from Utah--
tion for an emergency tariff bill, as proposed here, until some Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will have to excuse me for a mo-
one in public life, either in the House or in the Senate began ment. I have been called from the Chamber. 
to agitate in order to hoodwink the farmers and decei~e them Mr. HARRISON. All right; I will excuse the Senator. 
with this kind of legislation. The latter part of this provision on wool says: 

Of "f tl 1 d f bli th ht · th On wool and hair provided for in this paragraph which is sorted or course, 1 le ea ers 0 pu c oug m is country try increased in value by the rejection of any part of the original fleece. the 
to make their constituents believe that you are helping them by duty shall be twice the duty to which it would otherwise be subject, 
this, and they have confidence in you, they will say, " Take it, but not more than 45 cents per pound. 
take it," especially those constituencies which have been fooled So that means that on all wool which is imported from New 
in the past in every campaign by politicians going to them and Zealand and Australia the price shall be 45 cents a pound. In 
saying to them that a tariff on wheat would help the price of the Underwood-Simmons law it was carried free, so that it is 
wheat, notwithstanding there is a surplus sold in the markets raised 45 cents a pound. In the beginning of the discussion of 
of the world, as well as those politicians who have gone among the tariff they said that as to unwashed wool the rate should 
the corn producers and said, " We are going to get you a tariff be 15 cents a pound, and on washed 30 cents a pound. So they 
on corn, and it will help the price of corn in this country and put this little joker in, saying that on wool which is assorted 
benefit you." or increased in value by the rejection of any part of the origi-

Of course, they would say "Yes; I will take it," when you nal fleece the duty should be the duty to which it would other
knew at that time that there was not as much corn coming to wise be subject. 
this country, as I stated before, as is raised in one county in Now, it is in the manner of shearing the sheep of New Zea
some of the States of the Union, and you are proposing a tax land and Australia and it is the way we import the wool that 
on corn which it is estimated will bring in only $2,000. So, governs the duty of 45 cents a pound. They shear them differ
when you practice deception on him, of course he is going to be ently in New Zealand and Australia from the way they are 
in favor of the proposition. 1 sheared in the United States. They are skirted there, so to 
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$ttn~; tlmt is, tl e:r cut off 1111 the wool ·on the body., aDd then j cloture Tnle on tlre Senate nnd had passed the bill a they 
-t.Jwy cut the wool from the iegs and the wool .from the meeks of ttied to do, With all these jokers in it and all these iniquities 
the -sheep, ~o that the wool ·of the body is bro:rrght tn. ~ey ·aa11

1 
in it, lit would nave :meant greatly increased .costs to the Ameri

tlwt method skirting. Under that ;proVision .in :the 'bill, as re- can consumer. X:es; I should not be surprised if t'here are 
poTted by fhe eorum.tlte:!, it is pr.o-vifled that on '"onl- 1 many other jokers in it, and marry things that ought to be ·dis
'Wllkh is sorted or increased in value by the rejection 'of any part ·'Of ·c.ovel!ed in a:dditien to those we have uncovered, even though 
1ilic ari~mn:l "fieec~. the duty shall be twice t1le ducy te :which it wnuld they have said we were filibustering. There has never been any 
'Othet'WISC be subJect, but not more t1rnn 45 cents per pound. filibuster; there has mel'ely been an honest effort made to have 

o they ·;ucrease in value the Austr~lian and New Zea1nnd those who are sponsors for the measure explain its features, 
wool by rejecting that part which comes from the neck and the whiCh >they refuse to do. There has only been one Senator on 
J g, by the sltirfing JlrO"ce s. But this provision would huve the Repub}Jcan side who attempted to defend any of the features 
'Slipped through 1f we ha:d not called their attention to it, and of the bill, an-d that was the Senator from North Dakota (l\lr. 
the rat would be 43 cents a vound on wool 'that n:iighteome-n•om 1\lcCUMBER] on the one proposition of wheat. 
Australia and Xew Zea1nnd. I do not believe tllere IS -any dan- !1: do not know whether the Senator 'from Delaware wns in 
ger of aey ·comizrg m. the Ohambe1' ·a moment .ago '"t'irhen I pleaded with the Senator 

'i\Ir. WOLOOTT. 1\.Ir. President, will the Senator yield? frmn Utah [Mr. SMOOT] to explain tbe purposes Of the arnend-
.Mr. Hhll.RISON. I yie'la. , ment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts [1\fr . .LoooE] 
:\1I·. WOUCOTT. The Senator •said thnt the provision would and -te expla:in the wool schedule. I ha-ve waited until this mo-

ba~.e Slipped in if we had not called :attention to it. Do I ment ami I have not yet received any ~lanation. 1 do not 
understand from that tha-i; rthere has been .accepted an amend- 1."'"D.ow whether they "'ill ever eXl>lain it or not. But 'C€rtrJnly 
ment -to that language? Senators on the other side of the aisle, who have nlwars stool! 

Mr. H.:!.RTIISON. The 'leader ·of the rRepu"o1ican Party in this for protection, and honestly so, ought to compel those Senators 
Chamber saw •the workings ·oi the provision, and offered an · who are in charge ef the bill to defend its :provisions and ex~ 
mnendment on which "re will vote, which says: plain them before the vete is tn.ken. [ sincerely ·hope that the 

Prot•idecl, That skirted wools as imp'orted in 1800 and pl"ior 'thercto 
nre hffi!eby exe"..npted. 

So tho e wools will be exempted 'from this doUble-taxation 
feature ; in other woTds, the Senator from Massachusetts is try
ing to take care of the joker that was placed in the bill. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. 1\Vhen that exemption is made, what is there 
lro:t DD which the original provision operates? 

filr. HA.RlliSO!Q". Then it will operate by the ta:x on woo1s 
being 15 cents a -pound on unwashed, 30 cents a pound on 
\"r-ashed, and 45 cents a pound on scoured wool. I had offered 
nn amendment to strl'ke out that :part of the bill which proviCJ.es 
that on wool-
which .is sorted or .inoreaf'led in valne by the rejection of any -part of the 
original fleece, the cluty shall be twice the duty to which 'it would other
wise be subject, bnt not more thnn 45 cents per pound. 

lli. 'WOLCOTT. The leader on the other side of the Cham
ber has offered an amendment ex-empting from the operations 
of the doubk-duty provision certain wools that were skh·'ted 
nnder tbe practice of 1890 and plior thereto? 

1\Ir. H ... ffiRISO~. Yes. 
Mr. WOLCOTT. What I desire to Jrnow is what kind of wool 

will be 1eft for the double-duty provisien to apply to after ;we 
ha\e made that exemption! 

~Ir. HA.R'R.ISON. My idea about that '''ould be tha.t it would 
a,np1y to the wools tlla't are prepared according to the methods 
df New Zealand and' .A.ustraiia the same as to any wools com
ing from an'Y other country. 

l\Ir. WOLCOTT. Not subject to the double duty? 
Nr. HARRISON. l'\o; they would not be sub~ect to the 

double duty, but would be subject to the same duty .a-s is .im
posed here .of 15 cents a pound on unwashed wool, ·so cents a 
pound on washed wool, and .so on. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. 1 understand that, but the Sen..'l.tor has 11o't 
got my .Doint yet. The double-duty pro\ision, i'f the bfll passes 
with the amendment suggested 'by the leader on the other side, 
will still be in the bill. Certain 'wools, however, are exempted 
from that double-duty pl'oYiSion. Are there other wools from 
any othe.r source which will, if they come in, &ill be liable tn 
fbe double ·duty? 

l\Ir. II.ARRISO~. l\Iy information is t'b.at 'the only cnuntries 
w.here the wools are skirted ancl prepared in that way, that 
would be affected by the provision Which it is proposed to cure, 
are New 'Zealand and Australia. I am not advised w.hetber we 
get ,e,ry much wool from any ot11er country or not, and I do 
not know just how they prepare those woo1s, bnt I do know 
thai: New ZeuJand nnd Australia, £rom which eur greatest sup
ply of ;wool, as I understand .it, is imported to this country, 
prepare theh· wool •by that method, so that they would be com
pelled to .pay 45 cents per pound duty. 

Mr. '\OLCOTT. Does not the Senator think, if tbe JPl'<ni
sion in the first instance wa;5 a joker, that those w:he are brter
este<l in the joker feature of it are not likely to "'ive up all their 
purposes, but will gtve UJ> only to the extent that their :pur
poses a.Te exposed, and may there not be something else lwking 
in the bill that we, who are not experts on the wool '{!uestion, 
have failed to discover? 

Mr. HARRISON. I think there al'e many things that ought 
to be discovered, .and I hope will be discovered, ·before the bill 
is passed. If we .had allowed them to have their way, if they 
could h.a\e received their two-thirds vote as they tried to do, 
it they had been permitted to place a strangle hold through the 

distinguished Senator from Utah [1.\Ir. SMooT], who is Teputed 
to know more about the wool schedule than anyone else--and J: 
believe ,he does know more nb\Jut it than almost anyone else-
\\ill e~lain the ,provisions -and explain why the Senator from 
1\lassaollusetts saw fit ·to offer the amendment making an excep~ 
tion .in ·the wool schedule. 

Mr. !WOLCOTT. I should like to ask the Senator :from Missis
sippi, .if he vms not particularlY concerned, except for polifical 
reasons, wlly anything .ahould 'be explained, would not he pnt 
it through if he had the votes ·behind him? 

Ur. HARRISON. Those are the tactics under which the n~ 
publican ,side of the Chamber is now ·OJ)er.ating. They are going 
to put the clamps on us and put the bill through, it seems, "nith
out e.xvlanation. But ~the American peo.ple want the explana" 
tion. They know tlillt this is an unprecedented measure and that 
this is absolutely contrary to the promises the Republican l'arty 
made to the people in last October. 

1\lr. S:\lOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 
]Jr. Sl\IOOT. 'The pending amendment is the sugar amend

ment. We ha\e explained t1mt. WiTI not the Senator let us 
Tote on that, and then wben the wool amendment .comes up 
those who are interested in it no doubt \'\.ill e.Kplain it? 

Mr. RARRISON. Yes; we are go1ng to vote on the sugar 
schedule presently. 

1\Ir. Sl\IOOT. That is t'he pending question. It seems to me 
the question of the wool schedule ought to come up when we 
h:rve 'that amendment before us. 

1\lr. HARRISON. It w.ill be brought u,p again when we reach 
that amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware ·of -the ,program. 
1\Ir. HARRISON. The .Senator from .Massachusetts [l\fr. 

LonGE] has offerea. some other amendments also. He has offm,ed 
seYeral in fact. He does not like the woo1 provision reported 
by the Senat-e F.inance Committee, so he offered amendment No. 
19, which pro\ides : 

In pa-ragrrrp-h 18, pnge 3, line n.G, strike om the words " wool, com
mo.nly h'"llown as olothi.ng wool " and in place insert ·the wortls " uH 
wools." 

Then he iliollo.ws \rith amendment No. 20 that places a compensn
tory·duty on everything that is made out ctf wool, und so forth. In 
other words, the Senator from 1\Iassn.cnusetts is tnking the posi~ 
tion, and other Senators on the other side of the aisle are taking 
tbe position, Hlllt if \re are going to ,plttce an unreasonable ta·riff 
en .Taw wool, we ought to place ·an unreasonable tar.iff, I take 
it, on th.e finished product and on yarlous things that m·e .made 
out of raw wool. ln other words, they want some prdtection far 
the interests of New England and their -respective constituencies, 
the same as those who are sponsoring the :measure want protec
tion for some of their con tituents. So rfuere is a fight, and I 
say to Senators from ?ew iilln'""land, where bread lines are being 
iormed, where wages are 'being cut, where the cost of Uvhlg is 
not being reduced proportionately with the reduction in wages, 
that tlley will hav.e to answer to those rmen, they will Jmve to 
answer to the J)eQple of their States w.hy they ,propose to place 
this greater burden ·On tile necessaries of lii:e. 

There aTe other amendments, but [ .am net going to delay the 
Senate longer in a discussion of the _provision on sugar~ If those 
\rho promised the people to reduce the cost of living are going 
to go back on that promise with reference to sugnr, ,and place 
upon them this burden of $1GO,OOO,OOO or $80,000,000 or what-

• 

. 
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ever it may be, they can then vote for the adoption of the amend
ment. I shall vote against it. 

Tile PRESIDING OFFICER (l\1r. WALSH of lUassachusetts 
in the chair). The question is on the amendment offered by the 
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. SMoOTl proposed as a substitute 
for the committee amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. 1\fr. President, I su;;gest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

Tlle .Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following Sen· 
ators answere<l to their names : 
Ball Gooding Lodge 
Born b Gronna McCumber 
Br:mdegee Hale McKellar 
Calde1: H a.rris McLean 
Capper Harrison Mc.c~ary 
Colt Heflin Moses 
Culberson Johnson, Cnlil. Nelson 
Curtis Jones. N.Mex. New 
Dial Jones, Wash. Overman 
Dillingham Kellogg Phelan 
Edge Kendrick Phipps 
Elkins Kenyon Poindexter 
Fall Keyes Pomerene 
FernuJd King Ransdell 
ll'relinghuysen Kirby Sheppard 
Ga.y Knox Simmons 
Glass Lenroot Smith, AriZ. 

Smith, :&rd. 
Smith, s. c. 
Smoot 
Stanley 
Sterling 
Sutherland 
Swanson 
Thomas 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh. Mont. 
Warren 
Willis 
Wolcott 

Mr. FERNALD. I wish to announce that the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLETTE1 and the senior Senator from 
Missouri [1\lr. REED] are absent from the {3enate attending to 
the- business of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-seven Senators have an
swered to their names. There is a quorum present. 

:M1·. SIMMO.KS. :Mr. President, I wish to know if we may 
not now have a vote on the amendment of the Senator from 
Utall [Mr. SMOOT] to the amendment of the commHtee on the 
sugar item? 

lHr. POMEREJ:~. Mr. President, before the sugar amendment 
comes to a vote, I desire to say merely a word. I wish to direct 
the attention of the Senate very briefly to the effect that this 
proposed legislation, in so far as the sugar schedule is con
cerned, will have upon the consnmer. I recognize that it is a 
:waste of time to speak on the subject. There are over 105,000,000 
consumers, bnt what boots that fact when some one wants a 
tari.ff for some particular locality? 

In the year 1920 there was consumed in this country sugar 
to the amount of 9,067,971,840 pounds, a per capita average of 
86.56 pounds. According to the census of 1920, there were 
105,683,108 people in continental United States. Figuring the 
per capita consumption of sugar at 86 pounds, the total con
sumption aggregates 9,088,747,288 pounds. 

I am not going to weary the Senate by indulging in quotations 
of fractional parts of a cent. It is conceded that the present law 
adds 1 cent per pound and more to the price of sugar. Under 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] 
that expense will be doubled to the consumer; in other words, 
1t doubles the tariff duty. The Senate committee amendment 
.would add 3 cents a pound to the price of the sugar, but a.ssum· 
,ing for the sake of argument that the amendment offered by 
1the Senator from Utah is adopted, the total consumption cost 
:will be $181, 77~944.76. 
. Now, let us see for a moment what that means to the people 
in m y own State of Ohio. The last census gave to the State 
of Ohio a population of 5,759,368. The average consumption of 
sugar being figured at 86 pounds per capita, makes the total 
consumption for t~e State of Ohio annually 495,305,648 pounds. 
Again assuming that the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Utah is adopted, it adds to the cost to the consumer over 
and above what the cost would be, assuming that the cost is. 
increused by the amount of the tariff, 2 cents a pound. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. If the Senator will pardon me----
1\Ir. POMERENE. I understand what the Senator from Utah 

has in mind, and I am going to make that clear. 
1\lr. SMOOT. Very well. 
Mr. POMERENE. I mean when I make that statement that 

the present duty on sugar is over a cent a pound and that the 
Senator's amendment doubles that. No doubt that was what 
the Senator from Utah rose to interrupt me to state. 

l\1r. SMOOT. That is, my amendment doubles the. present 
rate. 

1\fr. P0l\1ERENE. That means that the present tariff plus 
the increase proposed by the Senator from Utah would add to 
the cost of sugar to the consumers in the State of Ohio alone 
$9,00G,l12.96. 

Now I want to make some comparisons between the cost to 
the State of Ohio and the sugar industry of the State of Loui
siana, in order that we may understand what this legislation 

means; I . call the attention of tbe Senate t(} the H(}use hearings 
on this schedule on January 18, 1921. 

In a statement which was submitted to the Ways and Means 
Committee, beginning on page 1154, snbmitted' by the Amei;can 
Cane Growers of the United States, we find, on page 115(), that 
tl:J.e yearly average of cane-sugar production in Louisiana fo1· the ' 
period 1909 to 1918 is 542.893,000 pounds. On page 1157 we 
find that the total value of tbe entire investment of tbe sugar 
interests of Louisiana. prior to the war aggregated $154,171,000. 

The total annual outlay, according to this same. report, for 
material and for labor aggregated $25,475,000 in the State of 
Louisiana. Assuming that the Smoot amendment is adopted, 
let us inquire as to its effect. 

Multiplying the average annual production of 542,893,000 
pounds by the tariff of 2 rents per pound it makes the total 
increase of income to the Louisiana producers $10,857,860. In 
other words, to get this increase of revenue for Louisiana of 
~10,857,860 Ohio consumers must have th~ cost of their sugar 
increased $9,906,112.96. 

In 1920 the census gave to L<misiana 1, 797,798 men, women, 
and children. The consumption for wulsiana, again computing 
it at 86 pounds per capita. amounted to 154,610,628 pounds, and 
the 2-cent increase would make the increased cost to the people 
of Louisiana $3,092,212. In other words, Louisiana consumers 
are taxed $3,092,212 in order to get for their producers an in
creased revenue of $1.0,857 ,860. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Twice as much as to the people of the 
Senator's own State. 

Mr. POMERENE. No; it would not be twice as. much. It 
would be about one-third as much. Now, in the United States 
tlle total cost by reason of adding the 2 cents a p(mnd will be 
$181,000,000. The total valuation of the sugar plant&-that in· 
eludes real estate, manufacturing plants, and equipment or 
every kind-in Louisiana is $154,171,000. So it follows that by 
this tariff tax the consumers of the United States must pay 
$26,829,000 more than the value of the entire sngar · property 
before the war. 

It is significant that in this same report to which I refer, 
though the Senators from Louisiana have said that they have 
been in dire distress during tbe last several years-and I am 
not doubting that statement-they estimate the Talue of their 
plants at the present time at something like $250,000,000. In 
other words, it is interesting to observe that while the. value of 
this property before the war was only $154,171,000, and they 
have been distressed as they are according t(} the report which 
the cane producers themselves snbmit, the value of their prop
erty has increased nearly $100,000,000. 

Mr. President, I do not care to go into the details of this 
matter further; but I felt that it was simply just to the con
sumers that a few of these figures and comparisons should be 
submitted. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator why it is that he confines his whole argument to the 
State Of Louisiana? 

I hold in my hand a report from Willett & Gray, the greatest· 
sugar authorities in the United States. It shows that for the . 
year 1919---I take that year because we do not know exactly 
what was con.snmed from Otll" various sources last · year-the 
total consumption of sugar produced from cane in continental 
United States was 154,034 tons; of sugar made from beets, 
872,253 tons; of Hawaiian cane-and Hawaii is a part of the 
United States to all intents and purposes; we do not impose 
any duty on the sugar that comes from Hawaii-it was 514,824 
tons ; of sugar from the Virgin Islands-which also belong to 
the United States, and the sugar from those islands does not pay 
any duty-the consumption was 8,286 tons; of sugar from Porto 
Rico-which is also a part of the United States, and the sugar 
from there does not pay any duty-the consumption was 286,880 
tons ; of sugar from the Philippine Islands-which also belong 
to the United States, and the sugar from these islands does not 
pay any duty-the consumption was 72,511 tons ; and of the 
various sugars made from foreign molasses and United States 
maple the consumption was 34,094 tons ; making a total, Mr. · 
President and Senators, of United States sugar consumed dur
ing the year 1019 that does not pay one cent of duty of 1,942,882 
tons. And yet the Senator from Ohio stands here and argues 
and argues, and other Senators have argued, about the Louisiana 
crop, although the Louisiana crop . was only 154.000 tons ont ot 
a total made in the continental United States and our insular 
possessions, as I show here, of 1,942,882 tons. 

1l'hy try to make an argument such as that? Why try ta 
convince the .American people that the Louisiana Senators are 
attempting to hold up the people of this Nation to protect their 
little "worthless industry," as the Senator would have you 
believe? 
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Senators, there was sugar consumed in this country in 1919 
amounting to 1,942,000 tons that was just as domestic as the 
cane sugar of Louisiana. I say to you, sirs, that the beet-sugar 
industry is a growing industry. It is not an infant industry aU3 
longer. It has been aided somewhat for some time, and it 
assuming real proportions. Mr. President, there are 273,000, 
acres of land in the United States adapted to beet culture; and 
if you should plant beets on 4,000,000 acres out of that 273,000,-
000 and cultivate them with one-half the intelligence that the 
German people displayed in cultivating beets in their country 
prior to the recent war, we would make all the sugar we need 
right here in continental United States; and, in my judgment, 
sirs, that is an end very much to be desired. 

If that were true, and we were making in continental United 
States all the sugar we needed, sugar would be cheap, just as 
wheat is cheap, as corn is cheap, as meat is cheap, as cotton is 
cheap-just as all the products of the farm are cheap when we 
produce all we need at home and have some to ship abroad. 

Senators, before voting on this question, I wish you to re
member that all the arguments made here to-day have been on 
the basis of a 2-cent addition to the duty. It has been explained 
by the Senator from Utah time and again, my colleague [Mr. 
GAY] has explained it, and I have explained it, that the amend
ment 've are about to vote on is a 1-cent addition. 

Yet all these arguments are based on a 2-cent tariff. Why 
not be fair? If the case is so bad as these Senators wo·uld 
make it, it looks to me as if half of a bad thing would be also 
bad. But they must debate it, in spite of the fact that we try 
to explain it, and they will not accept our statements when it 
is explained. 

Mr. WALSH of ~Iontana. Let us be fair, and accept the 
Senator's statement. The fact is that there is a tariff of 2 
cents. 

Mr. RA.l'\SDELL. No, Senator; there is a tariff of 1 cent 
now, and we propose to add 1. 

Mr. WALSH of l\1Clntana. That makes 2. 
Mr. RANSDELL. It is not added yet. It would be 2 if the 

Senate accepted the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Utah. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly. That is to say, the 
people of the country are taxed to the extent of 2 cents a pound. 

Mr. RANSDELL. They would be; they are already taxed to 
the exfent of 1 cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If this bill should become a law. 
Mr. RANSDELL. That is right. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Montana. They would then pay 2 cents a 

pound. 
Mr. RANSDELL. They would pay a tax of 2 cents, and a 

great proportion of that, as I will show the Senator later, 
would go into the Treasury of the United States. It would not 
go anywhere else than into the Treasury. I again read from 
Willett & Gray's report. It says that last year there was im
ported in~o the United States a total of 2,133,000 tons of sugar 
from Cuba, and of foreign sugar, on which a full duty was paid, 
a total of 554,019 tons, which makes a total of 2,687,000 tons. 

I have computed a duty of 1 cent on that total importation 
last year, the greatest we ever had in one year. A duty of 1 
cent on that would bring in $60,204,883. It has already come 
in and we can not get any further duty now, but assuming that 
in the next year we have as much as last year, then on the 
basis of a cent added, it would be twice 60, or $120,000,000, 
which would· go into the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Louisi

ana yield to the Senator from Colorado? 
Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. THOllA.S. The Senator says a part of this duty goes 

into the Treasury of the United States. Will the Senator tell 
us where the rest of it goes? 

Mr. RANSDELL. The part that goes into the Treasury is the 
duty that is paid on that which is imported from Cuba and 
other countries. The remaining duty of 1 cent or 2 cents, as 
the case may be, is added to the price of the sugar in the hands 
of the man who holds it. In the case of Louisiana, I will say 
to the Senator from Colorado, the man who holds it is the man 
who produced it, at least to a very great extent. I do not know 
who holds the beet sugar, but I infer, from what the dis
tinguished Senator from Utah has said, that it is largely in the 
hands of the refiners. He has told us that the men who raised 
the beets have sold them to the refiners, and he also stated that 
a great many of the farmers of his State were owners in those 
refineries. So I assume that a great deal of this 2 cents addition 
would go into the hands of those who produced the sugar.' 

Mr. THOMAS rose. 
1\Ir. RANSDELL. Just a moment; I want to add a little 

more. I do not know the exact situation in Porto Rico or in 

Hawaii. No one has been speaking about those two countries. 
They produce an immense amount of sugar, and sugar growing 
is a big industry to both of them. They are a part of the 
United States. It is just as much our duty to look after them 
as it is to look after any other part of the country, and I see 
no reason, from all the evidence here, why the men who produce 
sugar in Hawaii, in Porto Rico, in the Philippines, and in the 
Virgin Islands should not get the benefit of this increase of two 
cents. I now yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. THOMAS. Then it is a fact, is it not, that the remainder 
of the duty, the part of it which does not go into the Treasury, 
goes either to the producer or to the refiner? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I assume that of that part which does not 
go into the Treasury; yes. We import more than one-half of 
what we consume, and collect a duty on that, which goes straight 
into the Treasury. On the other hand, the increased price would 
go either to the producer or to the refiner; but I have always 
had an idea that the refiner was a citizen of the United States. 

Mr. THOMAS. Oh, yes; so is the consumer. 
Mr. GAY. Let me add, if my colleague will yield-
Mr. RANSDELL. I yield the :floor. 
Mr. GAY. The consumer paid more for his sugar before the 

domestic industry was formed, and if we should follow out the 
wishes and desires of the Senator from Colorado and wh>e 
out entirely a great American domestic industry, the sugar
producing industry in the United States, I venture the assertion 
that he or some of his descendants would pay a great deal more 
for sugar than they are paying now. 

Mr. THOMAS. Oh, yes, Mr. President; this industry is going 
to be wiped out again. It has been on the threshold of ruin 
every time a large duty has been demanded by those interestell 
in its production. The ruin of American industries is the 
basis of all of the legislation which robs the consumer for that 
particular industry. 

I do not care to prolong this discussion ; I am ready to vote. 
But I want to say, as I have already said, that it has cost the 
people of the United States, since the beginning of the sugar 
industry in Louisiana, many times more than the value of the 
entire product. We have been protecting it for nearly a cen
tury, and when we have not protected it we have paid it a 
bounty, and still it is about to be ruined; and it will always be 
in that condition so long as it is possible to secure from the Gov
ernment of the United States the levy of duties upon the con
sumer to keep it alive. To my mind it would be better to-day 
if the United States Government should pay to the people of 
Louisiana interested in the sugar business the value of their 
land and their crops, plus 10 per cent, and abandon the busi
ness, than to continue this constant exaction on the consumers 
of millions upon millions of dollars from their pockets to tbe 
end that it may continue. 

Mr. RANSDELL. The Senator from Colorado is a great 
student. I want to ask him what he thinks of the wisdom or 
unwisdom of the policy of the German Empire in encouraging 
the production of beet sugar to such a vast extent that beet 
sugar was made in very large quantities in that Empire, ~mel 
was exported in very large amounts, so much so that it was 
one of the most productive, successful agricultural enterprises 
of the German Empire? Was that an unwise or a wise agricul
tural policy 'i 

Mr. THOMAS. Does the Senator want me to answer thut 
question? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do want the Senator to answer it. 
Mr. THOMAS. In some respects it was wise, but for us it 

was very unwise, because the cultivation of the beet in Germany, 
and its protection by the German Government, has been the 
fruitful source in years past of the demand here for a similar 
protection, indeed, a greater one, lest German sugar would wipe 
Louisiana sugar from the face of the earth. So far as the 
Germans are concerned, I can see some advantages in it. So far 
as the United States is concerned, it was a calamity. There 
is going to be plenty of sugar in the world, protection or no pro
tection, ample for all the sons and daughters of men, after this 
generation and the theory of its protective duty shall be laid 
away in the musty archives and cenotaphs of the past. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I am glad the Senator admits it was at 
least beneficial to Germany. All students of the subject know 
that it was wonderfully beneficial to that country. 

Mr. THOMAS. I might add, Mr. President, that there the 
protection given to the industry by the Government seems to 
have been successful. I believe that the beet-sugar industry in 
Germany would have been successful anyhow. The difficulty 
here is, however, that no matter what we do, we can not main
tain the sugar industry in the State of Louisiana, except as a 
hothouse product. It is bound to disappear sooner or later, 
because of the continued competitive invasion of other forms ot 
production. The time is not far distant when the beet-sugar 
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industry, to which the Senator has .alluded, ;will become .8.@ · power ta b..elp them. But J: .llru unable to percei>e that an,y 
great and so expansiYe t'hat ev-en with the ta.ri.ff, unless .a dis- assistance tCR1l come from :n 'bill of this idtld, and wllen I say 
criminatory tariff is placed u,pon Louisiana .sugar, it will ills- that, I beli:eve that nothing e1.:eept long continued and increas
appear. ing duties will. keep the mdustry of Louisi:an:l alive. I think 

The Senator a day or two ago called attention to the fact I am stating wnat the histt>ry .of that indnstr.y up to this time 
that the crop of his State was a failU1"e ·this year. I think it shows. 
was a failure the year before. The trouble is that it is ·a failure Mr. GAY. ..,Ir. Presid-ent, {}n the pending questi-on I cafl 1'or 
in almost as many yeaTs as it is a success, not because it 1s not the· yeas and nays. 
properly culti>atea, but because the 'Climatic -and soil -conditions The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quesUon is on t'he amend
are f.mch as to produce tllat inevitable result, and it -can not be ment of the Senator from Utah [Ur. :SM-ooT] to the comrujttee 
·compensated f:or successfully by taxing the people of the United runendmentpro'Viding fur a. tuiff 'Oll sug-a.r. The yeas and nays 
'States to maintain it. . are -den:mnd-ed.. 

Mr. RANSDELL. T again want 'to ask t'he Senator why he The yeas and nays were ordered, -and the Assistant 'Secretary 
con:fines himself to 1!he Louisiana situation, when the 'beet .. SQ:ga.r proceed-ed to eall th-e rGll. 
p-roduction e-f tllis country, bis own State being '(me of the 1\Ir. EDGE (when hls name was call-ed). I have a general 
larg-est beet-sugar producing States,.is more than three times pair with the junior SenatO'f' fr-om Oklahoma '[l\Ir. OwEN]_ r 
as 1arg-e as tlle Louisiana pl'oduction 'Of -cane sugar, -and When transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Vermont [:Mr. 
Hawaii, the Phi'li~s, Porto Rioo, and the VIrgin Islands '3ll P~:GE] and vote 1 yea." 
raise a great deal of sugarr. Why confine his -argument to the Mr. GLASS (when his name was ealled). I ha>e a genernl 
Lor:uisiana situation'? pair with the sen~r 'SenatGr from lliinois I~\lr. SHERM~), 

:l\Ir. THOl'.liS. Mr. PreSident, I will11.nswer that question by which I transfer to the senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
asking anothe-T. Did tile Senat-or e-ver know me to advocate -a HrrcH-ooCK] and vote '"yea.~• 
duty on beet sugar? ltfr. KNOX {wha1 hls name was ealled). In the al:lsence <>f 

l\Ir. TI.A]I..""SDELL. I -do not know that I have. the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr . .CHAMRERLA!N], with 
l\Ir. THOMAS. No; I do not thirik the Senator e"er did, and whom I have a pair, I witbhold my "Vote. 

the Senator never wm. 1\Ir. LODGE (when hts name wus called). I have a. .general 
l\Ir. RANSDELL. That is not an answer to m,y questi·on, I pair with th~ .Senator from Georgia [Mr. SMITH]. I under-

submit. -stam:l. that if present 11~ would vote as I intend to '"VOte. I ~;ote 
U'l'. "TIIO'UAS. I think it :is, because the question lni'Ol>Ved "_yea." 

a ~barge that while I was 1'-eady to place a -duty upon suga-r i:or 1\iil'. POMERENE '(when ills ;name was ealled). I ha>e a gen
bect sugar's sa"ke 'I was not rea-dy t-o extend it to Loui-slarut sugar. -ernl paiT with the s-eni:or Senntor from Iowa [Ur. CUMMINS]. 

Yr. RANSDELL. I respectfully deny that I intended any I transfer that pair to th~ senior Senator from T-ennessee [1\Ir. 
such charge as that. Anyone who knows the Senat-or from S'Hlfij)S] and -vot-e "yea.'' 
Colorado, and has "1-TB.tche<ll. him us 'I have here, and who admires Mr. 1llcKEIJ.AR {when Yr. Smrws's name was ealled). 
'him as much as 'I admire him, certainly would never Charge him The se-1'11-or S-enator from T~ '[Mr. SHIELDS] is -confined 
with wanting t<O put u. duty on anything. ms record is entirely to his room by illness, and for that reason is not present. 
cl-ear ln that Tegar-d, and 'I am delighted to make amend~ if m.y Yr. TOWNSEND {wben his name was cal.led). I hax-e a g-en
·remarks were susc-eptible of tilltt construeti«m. But I no ftnd it -eral pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Ronm
so strange, 1\lr. President and Senators., that the sugar terop of soN]. He is absent, and I theref.or.e withhold my vote. 
Louisiana is l52,000 tons as mmpared with 1.,940,000 from -eon- Mr. W!LL'L\])lS {when "his name was called}. I transfer 
tinental United States and her isia.Dd J)ossessions, and :ycl '311 the 1ny pair with the senior Senut-ol' from P-ennsylvania 1:Mr. ~
nttack is made <On Leuisiana. I do not 'Object to it. l'Jy :OOSE] to ~ senioc ~enat.or from A.rirona 1Mr. ASHURST] ani!. 
shoulders are broad, I will say to the Senator, and I am willing vote "yea." 
to stand 11p here and fight, even rr lit: be :far a small industry, 1\Ir. WOI.JCO'IT {when hls name was caTiedl. I transf-er my 
and my coTI.ea"F;Ue ls w1'11in.g also. But 'I submit that it is unfair pair with tb-e senior Senat-or from lndiana {1\fr. W ATSON1 to 
w mnlH~ aU this fight against us, t-o bo1d us responsibl-e fot> tbe the senior Senator from Oklahoma [lfr. Gou:] and 'ote nyea."' 
wb(}1e sugar legislatl<>n. Mr. McKELLA.R {afrer having TOted in the affirmative). I 

Mr. THOlJAS. Mr. "Pr-esid-ent, I am very sorry tb.at I mis- wish to inquire if the juni<Or Senator from Ohlo [Mr. WILLIS] 
con truOO. the <i!Uesti-on of my -distinguished fri-end, the Senator ha-s vot-ed'? 
from Lo.uis"iana, for whom I have t'he hlghest respect aoo for The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'That Senator has not voted. 
whom I entertain the warmest friendship, and I eertain~y am JI.Ir. l\1cKELLAR. I have '8.l)air with tne jllllior SenatQr from 
not intentionally reflecting upon the courage of his -convict.i'Ons, Ohl<> tMr. WILLis]. I transf~r my pair to the junior Senator 
OOTtairuy n-ot upon tns attitude or recoro on the tariff upon :fr-om Rhod-e Island {Mr. <GEnn.Y] and all{)W my 1110te to stan-d. 
~mgar nor u_pon the position of his -distinguished -colleague. Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having '"VOted 1n the 'Rffirmativ-e). 
BGfh .gentlemen 'ftre e(msistent. There is no ~lutnge -of front I observe that the Senator from M-aryland lJI.!r. SMITH], with 
upon their part. whom I nav-e a general pair, has not voted. "I am inf-ormed that 

The Senators from !.lOuisiana, e\er sinee I have known any- he would "Vote as I have "VOted, and therefore I am at liberty to 
thing about tne histol'y 'Of the cotmtry, ha:ve ad>ocated, and fro-m '\'Ote. So I allow niy vote to stand. 
their smndpoint very properly -and conscientiously 'advocated, Mr.. CURTIS. I '<1esire to ~ that tbe junior Senator 
the imposition of u duty upon sugar, and I ha"Ve no doubt that from illinois {Mr. McOoR~ncK] is paired with the junior Sen
if I were 'B. ~f€mber of the Senate fram the State of Louisiana I ator from Nevada [Mr. HENDERSON]. 
would 'OOeUI'Y the same position. It is -expeeted uf them by their 1\fi·. HARRISON. I wish oo .arrnoun<.le that the Senator !from 
~nstituents. I am not refi.ecting upon them, I trust; not inten- Arizona [l\Ir. AsHunsT], the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
tionally so. GERRY], the S.enator from California [llli:. P.nELAL~]. and 'the 

But to my mind the difference between Louisiana and the Senator .fr.om Nevada [JI.'fr. PITTMAN] are :necessarily .absent .on 
(}ther -sngar-producing sections of the United States is the official busmess. 
reason why it is singled out generally when a discussion of the The result was announced--,yeas '67, nays 1, not voting 28, ns 
subject of tariff upon sugar arises. I do not believe that there fo1lows: 
is any part of the United States producing sugar, cane or beet, 
but that -ean produce it profitab1y without a.n;y tariff at all. 
'They ha>V-e the auvantage over Loui-siana of climatic conditions, 
of soil, of ntmospbere. The surroundings :and environment are 
all J!'I'Opitious t-o the industry, and some -of those elements 
Louisiana does not possess. If Louisiana, which, if I re.rnem.ber 
cori'CCtly, is responsible for tbe introduction -of this -amendment 
to this bill--

1\Ir. RANSDELL. That is correct. 
Mr. THOMAS. That being the case, Mr. President, we must 

assume that the desire for this legislation at this time pro(:eeds 
from LonisiJlna. As a consequence, the focus is frequently 
directed upon the industry in that State. I ,sYmpathize with 
those who h.ave lost money in the effort t.o pr.oduce .sugar in 
the State of Louisiana. I sympathize with everyone who has 
lost Il.lOney in thls recent slump. _I would .do llD.Ything in my 
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Wolcott 
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NOT VOTING-28. 
Ashurst · Henderson Norris Sherman 
Cbamberla.in Hitchcock Owen Shields 
Cummins Johnson, S.Dak. Page Smith, Ga. 
Fall Knox Penrose Smith, Md. 
Pernald McCormick Phelan Townsend 
Gerry Myers Pittman Watson 
Gore Newberry Robinson Willis 

So l\Ir. SMooT's amendment to the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now recurs on 
the committee amendment as amended. 

1\Ir. SiilllONS. On that question I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secre

tary proceeded to call the roll. 
1\Ir. GLASS (when his name was called). I transfer my 

pair with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHERMAN] to 
the senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HITCHCOCK] and vote 
"nay." 

1\Ir. McKELLAR (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. WILLis], which I trans
fer to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [1\Ir. GERRY], and 
vote" nay." 

l\Jr. P0::\1EREKE (when his name was called). Again an
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
Cu~nuiNS], I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. SHIELDS] and vote" nay." 

l\Ir. TOWNSEND (when his name was called). I have a gen
eral pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBIN
soN], for which I can not arrange a transfer and therefore must 
withhold my vote. If permitted to vote, I should vote "yea." 

Mr. WILLIA...l\1S ("When his na)Ile was called). Repeating the 
announcement which I made upon the last vote with regard 
to my pair and its transfer, I vote "nay." 

Mr. \VOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON] to 
the senior Senator from Ne\ada [Mr. PITTMAN] and vote 
"nay." 

l\Ir. FERNALD. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. JoHNSON] to the junior Senator from 
Yermont [1\Ir. PAGE] and vote "yea." 

1\Ir. Sl\IOOT. I desire to announce that the junior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. WILLIS] is unavoidably detained from the 
Senate. He is paired with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLxn]. 

I also wish to announce that the junior Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. McCoRMICK] is paired with the junior Senator · from 
Ne\ada [Mr. HENDERSON]. 

1\Ir. HARRISON. I have been requested to announce that 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHURST], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [1\fr. GErmY], the Senator from California [Mr. 
PHELAN], and the Senator from Nevada [l\fr. PITTMAN] are 
necessarily absent on official business. 

l\lr. KNOX. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator from 
Oregon [1\lr. CHAMBERLAIN] to the senior Senator from Kansas 
[l\lr. CURTIS] and vote "yea." 

Mr. EDGE. I have a general pair with the junior Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN]. In his absence I refrain from 
TOting. 

l\lr. TOWNSEND. I find that I can transfer my pair with 
the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON] to the junior 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. FRANCE]. I make that transfer 
and vote " yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 41, nays 29, as follows : 

Ball 
Borah 
Brandegee 
Calder 
g~pler 
Dillingham 
Elkins 
Fall 
l<'ernald 
Frelinghuysen 

Beckham 
Culberson 
Dial 
!<'letcher 
Glasl! 
Gore 
Harris 
Harrison 

YEJAS-41. 
Gay 
Gooding 
Gronna 
Hale 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, N.Mex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kellogg 
Kendl"ick 
Kenyon 
Knox 

La Follette 
Lenroot 
Lodge 
McCumber 
McLean 
McNary 
Nelson 
New 
Phipps 
Poindexter 
Ransdell 

NAYS-29. 
Heflin Reed 
Keyes Simmons 
King Smith, Ariz. 
Kirby Smith, S. C. 
McKellar Stanley 
Moses Swanson 
Overman Thomas 
Pomerene Trammell 

NOT VOTING-26. 
Ashurst Henderson Owen 
Chamberlain Hitchcock Page 
Cummins Johnson, S.Dak. Penrose 
Curtin McCormick Phelan 
Edgo Myers Pittman 
Frar.te Newberry Robinson 
Gerry Norris Sherman 

Sheppard 
Smoot 
Spencer 
Sterling 
Sutherland 
Townsend 
Wadsworth 
Warren 

Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Williams 
Wolcott 

Shields 
Smith, Ga. 
Smith, Md. 
Watson 
Willis 

So tbe amendment of the committee as amended was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment proposed 
by the Committee on Finance will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment is on page 
5, line 17, where the Committee on Finance proposes to insert: 

20. Butter and substitutes therefor, 8 cents per pound. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I merely desire to say a few 

words in reference to this amendment. Under the Underwood
Simmons tariff law the tax on butter is 2! cents a pound, while 
under the Payne-Aldrich law it was G cents a pound. This 
amendment places the tax 2 cents higher than ever was carried 
in any Republican tariff measure. For the year ending June 30, 
1920, the imports of butter into this country amounted to 20,-
770,759 pounds, of the value of $10,916,770. The exports during 
the same period were 27,155,834 pounds, of the value of $15,491,-
682. In other words, in value our exports exceeded our imports 
by practically $5,000,000. 

Mr. CALDER. Can the Senator from Mississippi inform me 
from what countries the butter was imported? 

l\1r. HARRISON. I can not inform the Senator, but I think 
quite a large supply came from Canada, though it may be that 
some came from Denmark. I am not advised about that. Per
haps the Senator from North Carolina can inform us. 

l\lr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator from North 
Dakota that most of the butter which is imported into this 
country comes from Denmark. 

Mr. HARRISON. Some of it also comes from Canada, I 
imagine. 

l\lr. Sil\1MONS. l\Ir. President, I think a very remarkable 
showing is presented by the statistics relative to the next three 
items in the bill-butter, cheese, and condensed milk. I have 
been looking up the statistics in reference to those articles; 
I am not going to discuss them, but I wish simply to read them 
to the Seuate. 

Of butter and butter substitutes in 1920 the imports were 
30,000,000 pounds, the exports were 27,000,000 pounds; of 
cheese and substitutes in 1920 the imports were 12,000,000 
pounds, while the exports were 19,000,000 pounds; of con
densed milk the imports were 19,000,000 pounds, while the ex
ports were 710,000,000 pounds. 

So we have of these three items for the year 1920 imports to 
the extent of 61,000,000 pounds, while the exports amounted 
to 756,000,000 pounds, the exports being more than ten times 
the amount of the imports. 

In dollars, 1\Ir. President, the difierence is still more striking. 
In dollars the imports of butter and substitutes amounted to 
$10,000,000, while the exports were $9,000,000; of cheese and 
cheese substitutes the imports were $4,000,000, while the ex
ports were $6,000,000; of condensed milk the imports were 
$3,000,000, while the exports were $104,000,000, or, taking the 
three products, there were $17,000,000 of imports and 
$119,000,000 of exports. 

The production of butter and substitutes in the United States 
amounts to 2,000,000,000 pounds; the production of cheese and 
cheese substitutes amounts to 400,000,000 pounds; the produc
tion of condensed cream or milk amounts to 8,000,000,000 pounds, 
making a total production in the United States of these prod
ucts of 10,400,000,000 pounds as against 61,000,000 pounds of 
imports. If there is any case where there is no occasion for 
the increase of duty it is this case. \Vith a production of 
10,000,000,000 pounds it seems to me that 61,000,000 pounds can 
not materially afiect the price of the American product. 

I do not wish to discuss the matter further, but I think these 
figures illustrate how recklessly we are raising rates in this 
bill. 

1\fr. 1\fcCilliBER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator for 
what year these figures as to exports and imports were col
lected? 

1\Ir. Sil\Il\IONS. For the fiscal year 1920. 
l\fr. McCUMBER. A large amount of those exports went to 

supply those who were starving in Europe, did they not? 
1\Ir. SIMMONS. I presume, so far as condensed milk is con

cerned, that a considerable portion was exported on that ac
count, but our yearly exportations of condensed milk are enor
mous. 

Mr. l\IcCUMBER. l\Ir. President, I wish to read a yery short 
paragraph from the testimony gh·en by l\1r. Fitch : 

I a the New York market alone in tbe year 1!>20 there were imported 
28,000,000 pounds of foreign buttet·-

That is, in Ne'Y York City alone-
with the result that the price, instead of advancing from July up 
until the end of the year, declined from 55.44 to 54.7;). Taldng tbc 
same months as previous;y quoted, the decline was from ()6.67 to 54.75. 

Of course, under ordinary conditions such products as egg. , 
for instance, will be the cheapest in the mont11s of April, 1\Iay, 
and June, and then the price will go higher as the fall and 
winter approach, and it will become extremely high during the 
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cokl rnont11s. ·while the cattle are grazing, of· course, we expect 
t 3 have butter and milk and cream products very much cheaper, 
and we expect them naturally to go up during the period of 
scarcity. In this instance the rule has worked exactly the 
other way, and instead of going up they have been steadily 
going dO\Yn, until, as it appears from the evidence, the prices 
are below the cost of production. The witness further says: 

Now, if the producers of butter in this country are to continue in 
business they must be protected. The menace of this foreign butter 
coming over every month is getting to be a serious matter to the pro
ducers. On January 7, just this month, there was started from Copen
hagen one ship which will bring in the largest cargo of Danish butter 
ever imported into the United States-approximately 20,000 casks, or 
over 2,200,000 pounds. On the arrival of that butter we have every 
l'eason to believe that the price of domestic butter will decline. A single 
instance of that kind would not be alarming, but every week or 10 days 
another ship comes over, and while. perhaps, the ships from other 
ports may not carry as great a quantity as the direct ship from Copen
hagen, nevertheless they add very largely to the supply of butter now 
being held in tbe country and now being produced. Ordinarily the 
farmers would receive perhaps 20 to 25 per cent higher prices for 
their winter butter than for their summer butter, but this year it has 
been tending in the opposite direction, and every indication points to 
a still further decline in price unless the farmers have the protection 
that they require. 

Again, he says : 
The highest market in 1920 was in April, when the average price for the 

month was 71.35 cents, and the average price for December was 54..75, 
a decline of about 17 cents. Up until about April there was but very 
little Danish butter received. 

~ * * * * • • 
All these- staples are governed by the law of supply and demand. 

IIad it not been for this importation of 33,000,000 pounds of butter into 
the United States, the price of butter would have advanced materially 
on account of the very short production in this country. 

And my colleague [l\fr. GRONNA] just informs me that in a 
single storage plant, I think in New York, there is now stored 
over 5,000,000 pounds of this Danish butter. It is corning into 
thi~ country in imnu•nse quantities. There is a close relation 
between declining prices at a period when the prices should go 
up anll the importations that have been going on. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I nsk the Senator 
before he takes his sent whether those are wholesale prices that 
be has been quoting on butter? 

Mr. 1\fcCUM:ijER. Wholesa.Je prices. 
l\lr. HARRISON. What is the wholesale price of butter at 

the present time? Did I understand the Senator to say that it 
is 54.75 cents? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think when this witness was testifying 
it was about that figure. It is much less than that now. 

Mr. · HARRISON. May I ask the Senator, if he knows, how 
much of the butter that is now stored in the United States is 
controlled by the five big packers? 

l\fr. McCUMBER. I do not know; no great quantity. The 
butter that is coming in now is not purchased by the packers in 
any way whatever. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. It comes in competition with that that is 
'held by the five big packers. 

Mr. 1\.fcCUl\lBER. That is true also, according to the testi
mony, of the meats that have been corning in. I have not dis
cussej that situation, but the testimony shows that all of these 
carcasses that are corning in of sheep and lambs and beef from 
New Zealand ancl Australia are not in the hands of the packers 
at all, but they are in private hands in the city of New York 
and other seaport towns; that they were really brought over 
here and sold under the direction of the British Government, 
which I think had in some way contracted for them, and th-at 
Government is unloading the entire surplus on the United 
States. Now, Senators must not confuse the great reduction 
in the wholesale price of meats with no reduction but an actual 
increase in the retail price of these commodities. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, before the Senator from 
1 North Dakota takes his seat I want to ask him a couple of ques
ltions. 
I Is this Danish butter as good as our butter? 
I Mr. McCUMBER. I know of no reason why it should not 
I be as good. I suppose they have good blooded stock in Den-
mark. They care for them, undoubtedly, just as carefully as 
we do. The dairy cattle which they raise there are regarded as 

! the finest dairy cattle in the "·orld; so I know of no reason to 
assume that the butter from the milk of those cows is not 
equal to that produced here. 

l\lr. WILLIAMS. I understand the Senator to respond that 
the Danish butter is as good as our butter. Now, I want to ask 
him one more question. Is it as cheap as our butter, or cheaper, 
to the consumer? 

Mr. McCUMBER. l\1r. President, I supp()se the Senator and 
I will agree that if we increase the supply it will reduce the 
price; but if the Senator asks me whether or not it is cheaper 
to the consumer, I can not say, for this reason: I know that the 
wholesale price is very much cheaper; and if the retail mer-

chant will gauge his price according to the wholesale price, -it 
must necessarily be very much cheaper to the consumer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then I understand the response of the 
Senator to be that when the Danish butter comes into the sea
ports of the United States it is cheaper than the butter that 
meets it in competition there, and that after that the cost of dis
tribution to the ultimate consumer settles whether or not it will 
be cheaper to him. That is about right; is it not? 

Mr. McCUl\ffiER. That is right. It brings the price of our 
butter down to the price of the Danish butter. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, if it be true that the Danish butter 
is as good as ours, or better-and the Senator seems to incline 
to the idea that it is better on account of their superior dairy 
skillfulness--

1\lr. McCUMBER. No; I have not said that. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. And if it be also true that it goes to the 

consumer at the point where the consumer meets the foreign 
product at a cheaper price, then I should like to know why the 
American consumer-the workingman in the factory in New 
York and in Boston and in Baltimore and in Philadelphia and 
in Charleston and in Galveston and in New Orleans-should be 
charged a higher price for an equal quality sold at a lower price. 

1\fr. GRONNA. l\fr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

l\fr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. GRONNA. I am somewhat surprised that my good 

friend from l\Iiss~ssippi will raise this question, when, as a 
matter of fact, every year we appropriate large sums of money 
to promote the dairy industry in the tick-free areas of the 
South. Now, if it is good business to have all our butter im
ported just because we can furnish our people with cheap butter, 
why are we expending all this money in the South to encourage 
that industry? 

Mr. WILLIAl\IS. l\Ir. President, the extirpation of disease 
is one thing, and the maintenance of an unfair competition is 
another thing; and, as far as I can see, they have nothing to do 
with one another. If there has been money appropriated for 
the purpose of extirpating the tick disease-which, by the way, 
is not confined to the South, as the Senator would ha Ye us 
imagine-it is for the purpose of the extirpation of a disease 
amongst cattle. That has nothing in the world to do--nothing, 
absolutely nothing-with the question of giving a producer of 
butter in the State of North Dakota or the State of South 
Dakota an advantage over a Danish man who produces a butter 
of equal quality at a lower price. 

Mr. GRONNA. The Senator is correct in stating that there 
are two questions involved. We first appropriate a large sum 
of money, and no one has been more willing to appropriate it 
than I since I have been a Member of this body; but, after we 
have eradicated the tick, then we encourage the industry of 
dairying. The Senator knows that that is true. 

Mr. WILLIMIS. Oh, no, Mr. President; I do not know that 
the object of that appropriation was to encourage the industry 
of dairying. The object of that appropriation was to extirpate 
disease, just as the object of an appropriation to meet typhus 
fever or yellow fever or the bubonic plague at New York or at 
San Francisco is to extirpate disease. That is not the object 
of the appropriation at all, and if that had been the object I 
never would have voted for it. I never have voted for, and I 
ne\er shall vote for, any appropriation the object of which is to 
encourage a domestic industry of some sort at the expense of 
the general purchasing public. 

Mr. McCUMBER. l\Ir. President, the Senator has asked me 
a very simple question which I think can be answered very 
easily. He asked me, if we could get just as cheap butter and 
just as good butter from Denmark, why we should not allow the 
consumers in this countl·y to purchase that cheaper butter. I 
answer most candidly, for the same reason that we do not 
allow those same people in New York to import from Great 
Britain free of duty the clothes that they wear, because Great 
Britain can make those clothes very much cheaper than we 
can; for the same reason that we do not allow them to import 
free of duty things that might come in from China and from 
Japan that could be manufactured there very much cheaper 
than we can manufacture· them. We are a tternpting to get 
some compensation for the greater prices which we pay ancl for 
the protection we afford these laborers who are working in the 
mills of the East and whose products we must purchase. It is 
a simple question, I think. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the Senator from Nortl1 
Dakota recurs to the only kernel of truth in his argument-the 
only kernel of justifiable ru·gurnentation, rather; it is not 
quite truth. He says that the farmer ought to get even with 
the manufacturer. I rather agree with that, but we rather dis
agree about how he should get en'n. I think he had better get 
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even by repealing the laws that enable the manufacturer to :ro'b 
the American public. He seems to thinK l:le had better get 
even by enabling the farmer to have another law for additional 
robbery of the American public. 

I do not quite ~atch the Senator's argument about clothing. 
¥• l\1y withers are unwrung." I do not believe you ought to put 
n tariff tax upon clothing that makes it unduly ~ensive to 
the American public in competition with foreign clothing of 
equal quality at a cheaper price. The Senator does not seem 
to be capable of understanding quite what I mean. 'I mean 
that there is no right anywhere, at any time, upon any com
modity, to make the general public pay .a higher price in order 
to compensate far an inferior quality of goods or for a superior 
price in the home market. I am old-fashioned enough to believe 
that the principle of the division of labor is the grandest prin
ciple ever am1ounced to the industrial world, and that the prin
ciple of the diyision of labor is not confined to one country, 
but spreads all over the world, and that wherever any man any
where can by his labor l)roduce a thing of superior quality at a 
less price than another man in some other part of the world 
can produce it, the man who can produce it of superior quality 
at a less price ought to nave the market. 

I deny that there is any justification for robbing the Ameri
can public upon Dakota wheat or upon Mississippi long staple 
cotton, owing to the fact that somebody in New York has robbed 
the American _public on clothes, -or -on silk, or on manufactured 
cotton goods, or on anything else that the Senator can conjure 
up. The Senator's whole argument proceeds upon the idea that 
God divided this world into a lot of tribal relations, and that 
each tribe, -carrying on its tribal relations, has to .fight the bal
anee of the world, industrially and otherwise. That is not true. 
That is neither the -doctrine of God nor the doctrine of philos
ophy. 1\Ien were created by the Almighty and live now for the 
purpose of keeping in amity with one another, and not -for the 
purpose of keeping iil: animosity to one another. Industrial hos
tility is just one measure short of naval and military hostility. 
You will never have peace in the world until you cease bath 
fo1·ms of warfare. You might just as well have a tribal god, 
as the Germans had, .and talk about " unser Gott," .our God, as if 
God were peculiar to the German people, as to talk about de
:fiecting the eternal laws of -supply and demand to £Uit the tribal 
relation, to suit the so-called national interest. 

There is but one excuse, Mr. President, for a purely pro
tective policy, independently of the question of revenue raised 
by taxation, and that is the principle that John C. Calhoun laid 
down long ftgo-and I am willing to go to that llmit-that 
it is justified whenever it is necessary to produce a given .article 
1n order to maintain national military defense; and in Calhoun's 
day that amounted to hemp and cordage and ships. In my day 
1t amounts to chemical dyes and a few other things that are 
mostly allied to explosives useful in warfare. As to them it 
is justifiable upon the ground that the tribe or the nation, in 
its broader sense, may be compelled at some time to defend itself 
from foreign military attacks, and it must have the means 
wherewith to defend itself. 

There js no other excuse for pure protectionism-ann, mark 
you, I do not -call it "protection " ; it is '_Protectionism. That is 
its J)roper name, its right name, 

.Moreover., Mr. President, no man standing on his two feet 
anywhere in the world, whether he is speaking as an inillv1dual 
or a Representative or a Senator or a member of an executive 
administration or a Cabinet officer, has any right to demand in 
the ·shape of law any special privilege of any description. All 
he has a right to demand is that he shall be allowed 11. fair 
opportunit;y, an equal opportunity, .fair play for himself as a 
man, whether speaking individually in his own country or 
whether speaking as a citi!::2n of his country as against utlwr 
countries, and he has no other right in the wo1·ld. 

I absolutely eschew the idea that any man has the right to 
return robbery with robbery, with the hope of making an 
equal benefit. 

1\Ir. McLEAN. Mr. President, it cost us $30,000,000,000 to 
win the war against Germany in direct expense. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It cost us more thun that. 
Mr. McLEAN. Then we must add to that the interest on the 

funded and floating debt, which will amount to probably 
twenty billion more. We must add to that the indirect cost 
which the American people must suffer during the reconstruc
tion period. That will amount to probably as mnch more. So 
we can estimate the cost of the war at between seventy and 
ninety billion dollars. It cost us that to save our political 
life. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Our political life? 
Mr. McLEAN. Yes; our political independence. 

Mr. WILLIA.?!IS. You mean our national life? 
Mr. McLEAN. Yes. 'Does not the Senator thinK it is worth 

while now to preserve the domestic life of the Nation, the indus
trial1ife of the Nation? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I would be a mere idiot if I 
_answered that question in the negative. Of course, it is always 
worth while to saYe the national life of a people. It is always 
worth w.hile to save the industrlallife of a }Jeople, because upon 
that depends the national life. But the Senator is playing upon 
an ambiguous middle, to express myself in the phraseology of 
the old logicians. The Senator wants to tax the American peo
ple a sufficient amount of money to recompense the same .Ameri
can people for wbat they hav:e lost in the war. Is that what he 
is -up to? 

.Mr. McLEAN. No. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Then what is if? 
Mr. McLEAN. I wrrnt t9 tax the American people whatever 

may be necessar.y to preserve the industrial prosperity of the 
Nation, and I want to say to the Senator that it will be worth 
all that it costs. Honor and liberty and independence are es
sential; they are nice to have; but they do not pay grocery bills, 
they do not buy raiment or shelter, and if it is necessary to tax 
the American people in order to preserve profitable employment 
for the American people, I think the sum well expended. 

Nr. WILLIAMS. 1\Ir. President, I understand the Senator 
now to plant himself upon the idea that the advocacy of this 
bill is for the purpose of maintaining the liberty and independ
ence-and whnt else was it of the American people? 

Mr. McLEAN. That it cost us something like $80,000,000,000 
to preserve our political life and independence; and that now 
it is worth while, possibly, to spend a few million dollars to 
preserve the industrial life of the Nation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I see. Now, lUr. President, as I under
stand the Senator, this bill is to preserve our liberty and our 
independence and our industrial life. 

Mr. McLEAN. No; the Senator does not understand me. We 
have saved our political independence. Now the question comes 
as to what is going to happen to our industrial life, and I have 
suggested to the Senator that it might be worth while to save 
that. • 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think so, too. 1\lr. President, if I were 
not confident that the American people were intelligent enough 
and already free enough to -save their industrial life, I would 
sympathize very freely with the Senator from Connectieut, and 
I would, furthermore, go a step further, and I would try to 
elect a Czar or somebody who could take care of the American 
people. As I understand it now, the object of this bill is to save 
our liberty and our industrial independence. Our territorial in
dependence is now out of the question, as I understand, by the 
Senator's admission. So we are now going to save our liberty. 

Mr. President, was there ever uttered, in an august body, a 
sentence quite equal to a sentence in advocacy of an emergency 
tariff bill that sounded in terms of sating our independence and 
o.ur industrial life? 

Mr. President, what is the industrial life of the American 
people? Is it a thing to be secured by legislation? 

Mr . . McLEAN. lt is profitable employment. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it a thing that is created by legislation? 

Is it a thing to be perpetuated by legislation? 
Is it a thing fur politicians to play with on the floor of the 

House of Representatives or the Senate? What is the indus
tri..Rl life of the Nation? It is the industry of the Nation; it is 
the savings of the Nation; it is the high moral purpose of the 
Nation and of all the people, men and women, coming togethe1; 
who form the Nation. And is all this dependent upon an emer
gency tariff bill? Does the Senator mean to tell me that the 
American people, with their wonderful industry, their still mm·e 
wonderful intelligence, and still more wonderful, if possible, 
skill, in their various pursuits, can not create and perpetuate .an 
industrial life for themselves independent of the legislation of 
tho ambassadors of th~ States gathered together in the Senate 
of the United States? 

Mr. McLEAN. l\Ir. President--
Tile PRESIDING OI:I'FICER. Does the Senator from Mis

sissippi yield to the .Senator from Connecticut? 
Mr. ·wiLLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. McLEAN. The Senator is absolutely con'8Ct in his 

theory of a revenue tariff. There is no qnestion about that. 
Free trade, or a revenue tariff, is the golden rule of trade, 
just as the injunction that we should love our neighbors as we 
love ourselves is the golden rule in tbe very highest conception 
of moral philosophy. But tbe Senator knows we can not hav-e 
a literal application of either rule. When Germany smete us 
on the right cheek with her submarine torpedo we did not turn 
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the left. We could not do it. because we all know that when 
the right ceases to resist the assaults of evil, the right itself 
ceases to exist. 

We have spent billions and billions of dollars to defend our 
honor, our independence, our national integrity. Now what have 
we to face? I confess no man knows, but we must protect our 
industries against ruinous competition. 

Mr. WILLIA..._l\IS. I will tell the Senator what we havo to 
face. 

1\Ir. McLEAN. Wait just one minute. If the Senator will 
permit mo to conclude my thought I will conclude my reply very 
shortly. The Senator belongs to the Cobden school; his notions 
are British notions about this matter. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. My notions British notions? Bless your 
dear heart, my ancestors fought the British before yours came 
here. 

Mr. McLEAN. On the question of free trade. Sir Robert 
Horne, ·who is president of the British Board of Trade, delivered 
an address the other day in which be said that if Great Britain 
purchased of Germany anything other than the raw materials 
which they did not provide at home it meant disaster to British 
industry. 

1\lr. WILLIAMS. 1\fr. President, that reminds me of the 
Sunday school boy who was asked where Pharaoh's daughter 
found Moses, and \vhen he said he did not know, his Sunday 
school teacher told him that she found him in the bullrushes 
down along the Nile, and he said, "That's what she said." 
That may be what that Britisher told you, but that is not true, 
and it never was true since the world began. 

Mr. President, the Senator tells me that the golden rule and 
free trade and a tariff for re-venue are all right in theory, but 
that they are all wrong in practice. I would like to tell the 
Senator something which perhaps be will take the trouble to 
write down and memorize later on, and if he does he will be a 
very much superior representative as an ambassador of a sov
ereign State in this august body. It is that there never was a 
practicable and a working practice without a sound theory, and 
there never was a sound theory whose following out did not 
result in a practical working basis. Anything else than that 
is absolutely unscientific, is absolutely unstatesmanlike. 

'Vhen I go back to fundamental principles, as I love to go, 
and when Senators tell me that it is theory, then I ask them 
to expose the fallacy of the theory. But when they admit that 
the theory is all right, then they must admit that the practical 
outflowing and sequentia of the theory must be all right also. 
God has made but one law for the world, moral or industrial. 
It is all founded upon a great general principle, a theory, if you 
please. Call those who believe in it theorists, if you would, 
but there is no working out of any sort of governing machine 
except from a sound and true theory. So whenever anybody 
admits the theory, he admits all the sequela. So the Senator 
has admitted the theory, and that ends it as far as this goes. 

Now, to come back to the details of the bill, how is a man 
from Dakota ever going to get even with a man from North 
Carolina or Massachusetts by coupling one robbery with an
other? When a man gets up here, ·as the Senator from North 
Dakota says he does, for the purpose of equalizing a robbery, 
then ' •a should equalize the robbery by repealing the former 
rol>hery. If you are honest, that is what you will do; I mean 
honest intellectually; I do not mean honest personally. Men 
are frequently honest personally who profess the most diver
gent views. I have a good wife, for example, who believes one 
is saved by faith alone in the Presbyterian Church, but still she 
insists that I shall have good works every dnv in the world. 

There is a lot of logic about this thing, understand, but leav
ing that question out, how can a man be intellectually and logi
cally honest when he publicly confeses that all he wants to do 
is to counteract one robbery by another? Wby not do away 
with the first robbery? 

Now, it is eternally and fundamentally true that no class of 
men have a right to prostitute the legislation of a country in 
order to put money into their pocketbooks, to prostitute the tax
ing power of the country in order to make private profit. 
There is no getting around that. We have gradually ap
proached the point where protection must fall because we have 
gotten to a point where agriculture is fighting the manufac
tures. Whenever agriculture succeeds in putting a supertax 
upon foodstuffs and textile products to supply the bellies and 
the backs of mankind, then the balance of the world will rise 
up in their strength, as they did in Great Britain against the 
corn laws, and will not only destroy the emergency tax bill, if 
it is ever put through, but will destroy the whole protective 
system, as it ought to do. 

Mr. President, the Government possesses certain rights over 
the individual. This Government, of which I am a citizen, 

possesses certain rights over me. It has the right to everything 
I am. It can order me, by draft, into action and have me 
shot, and it bas a right to do it. It has the right not only to 
all I am, but it has the right as to all I ha-ve. If it is neces
sary for the protection of national independence or the national 
integrity or the national honor to take all that I own, the Gov
ernment has the right to it. But the Government has not a 
right to one copper penny in my pocket for any other purpose 
in the world except for a governmental purpose. Except for 
national defense, whether of liberty or of independence or moral 
welfare, it has no right to that penny. Whenever the Govern
ment asks of me that penny for any other purpose than that, 
the Government becomes a tyrant and a robber. When the 
Government asks of me that penny in order that some one en
gaged in a private enterprise of some sort may continue in busi
ness or make his business more highly profitable than now, the 
Government is a highway robber, a thief, a tyrant. It i9 
nothing less, for that penny belongs to me. 

All I am and all I ha-ve belongs to the Government for gov
ernmental purposes, but nothing that I have belongs to the Gov
ernment for any other purpose. 

People raising long staple cotton come to me now, telUng me 
that they and I can make a lot of money out of putting a 
tariff on Egyptian cotton. \Vl1y of course we can. There is 
no doubt about that. If we put a high enough tariff on it I 
will make from $5 to $10 or $20 a bale, and pocket the proceeds. 
If we put a high enough tariff on bananas I can raise them in 
New J er:;;ey at a dollar a banana, and raise them under glass, 
and some infernal fool will come along after a while and point 
to me and say, "This is a highly profitable imlnstry, owing to 
protection. Here are several capitalists with several million 
uol1ars and here are twenty-odd thousand laborers employed 
at $6 a day, created by protection." Profitable enterprise? Yes; 
profitable to the capital and to the lnb0r perhaps engaged in it, 
but very unprofitable to the people who want to buy bananas. 
Bananas at that rate ''"ill cost about $1.10 a11iece, if the duty 
is $1. 

This all Cl)mes back to the moral question, after we are through 
with it. Are you willing to rob? Are you willing to prostitute 
the law for the benefit of your own pocketbook? If you are a 
gentleman, you are not willing to de it; if you are not a gentle
man, you are. That is all there is to it. There is no other 
way out of lt. I do not want a d-ollar that the American Gov
ernment can give me by law in raising long staple cotton. When 
I said I did not want it, perhaps I was too strong in expression. 
Of course, I would like to have it, but I mean I am not willing 
to take it that way. That is not all. I am unwilling for my 
industry and for my children's industry and my grandchildren's 
indm:try to rest upon the problematical profits of an industry 
that is subject to the whims and caprices and fancies of a lot of 
politicians in the two Hom:es at "\Vashington. If I knew that 
I could make $10 a bale on every bale of cotton that I raised, 
and if I were immoral enough to be willing to take it in that 
way by the prostitution of the public law, I would, as a man 
looking to the welfare of my children, still be unwilling to 
take it in that way, because I would be unwilling to have 
them engaged in an industry whose prosperity depended upon 
legislation at Washington. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I should have said in the statement which I 
made a few moments ago, giving some statistics with reference 
to butter, cheese, and condensed milk, that the figures were 
for the fiscal year 1920, which ended on the 30th day of June 
last. Up to that time, according to the figures which I gave, 
the excess of importations for that fiscal•year of butter were 
just 3,000,000 pounds, so that during the fiscal year 1920 there 
were added by importations to the stock of butter in this coun
try exactly 3,000,000 pounds, according to the official statistics. 

Mr. TH01\1AS. That would not last the city of New York 
more than a day. 

Mr. SIMMONS. As the Senator from Colorado [1\Ir. THOMAS] 
suggests, that would not last the city of New York for more 
than a day. 

I have not the figures as to the production of butter for the 
yea.r 1920, but I haYe the figures as to the production of butter 
for the yea.r 1910-10 years ago. I assume it is very much 
more now than it then was. The production of butter in this 
country in 1910 was 1,619,000,000 pounds. Assuming that our 
production of butter last year was only that amount, there was 
added to that stock of butter, by reason of the importations of 
butter in 1920, 3,000,000 pounds in excess of the exports. 

The Senator from North Dakota says that since the 1st of 
July of this year there have been enormous importations of 
b.utter from Denmark and that those importations have been so 
great as to endanger the butter industry in this country to the 
extent that it is now necessary for us to increase the present 
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duty on butter 300 per cent. M:r. President, there was some that are not covered by the amendments. I hope we may pro
in\'estigntion before the Finance Committee of the Senate with ceed and be able to vote upon most of the amendments this 
refe1·ence to the alleged influx of Danish_ butter. Some gentle- afternoon. 
men c:une to us, as is usual when a little. more butter or a little Mr. Gll.O~'NA. May I ask the Senator a question now? 
more of any other product is coming into the country than nor~ :r.1n. SIMMONS. Yes. 
muHy, with a great scare story-'' The tmportations of cutter Mr. GRON:NA. Has the Senator in mind the exportation of 
pouring into• this cotmtry from Denmark are so great that" it is butter from various countctes? I da not mean for a late period 
likely to rwuce tlle price of the 1,600,000;000 pounds ot bl.Itter of yenrs, but say; from 1910. 
which we produce in this country," to the detriment and ruin Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator mean our exportations? 
ot the domestic producers. MT. GRONNA. No; I mean the exportation of butter from 

I was present when those witnesses were testifYing n.nd I various foreign butter-producing countries. I have a document 
took occasion to ask them some questions. My impressiom f:r<rm here which I think is germane to the Senator's statement. 
what I heard was that probably ther~ bad been enough butte!!' l\Ir. SIMMONS. No; I will state to the Senator I do not 
imported from Denmark to last the city of New York about 30 know how much butten the variocs. butter-producing countries 
days-for not exceeding 30 days, crediting their whole story- export to the worlrt at large, but I do know how much they 
and that it would not, if their story was true; add to the sur- export to the United States, or how much they exported to the 
plus stock in this counrny exceeding twenty-five or thirty million United States during the fisaal year 1920. I have given those 
pounds. \Vhat are 301000,000 pounds of butter brought in from statistics taken from Govern:nent reports. 
abroad compared with an annual production of 2,000,000,000 I Mr. GRONNA. Will the Senator permit me to irr.sert a brief 
pounds? Is that any re:tson fOr this great incrense in the duty· statement tnken from the "Summary of Tari.1r Information 
on butter? Does any Senator of ordinary intelligence in tl1is 1920" ? ' 
Body believe if 30,000,000 or even 50,000,000 pounds of butter Mr. Sll\fl\10NS. Yes; I wish to say to the Senator, however, 
are added fi•om abroad to our stock of practically 2;000,000,000 that so far as butter is concerned, we ba"\"e never been a large 
pounds that it will affect" the market price of butter and make· importer of butter. 
it necessa.-ry for us in the interest <Jf the home product prac~ ' Mr. GRONNA. No. 
tically to exclude all further importation? .M:11. SIMMONS. I think a: little more bus come in dm'ing the 

The trulli. is about this: These industriee are constantfy on present fiscal year than is normaL 
the lookout for importations, and' where importations a little Mr. GRO~'N.A.. But just to show what a tremendous factor 
ont of the ordinary take ptace they rush, when the Republican a little country like Denmark; is, and other countries, I want to 
Party is in power, to Congress and ask for additional dntfeg. in be nermitted to read just a few line& from this report:. 
order to exclude the product from this country. If it be ne:~es- Mr. SIMMONS. I do· not think, if the Senator will pardon me, 
sary to protect this country from the importatione from abroad, that we have been heretofore getting muQh butter from Den
then I shali not qua.rr•el with the Senators on the other side of mark. 1\ly impression fl:om what I have heard is that Drobably 
tl're Chamber it they incTeas~ the duty, because I know that is Great Britain controls a large part of the output of the Danish 
in accordance with their theory of protection and what the butter industry, and that the importations into the United 
Am~rican producer is entitled to; but I insist that when an States really come througru GPeat Britain. Great Britain iS 
insignficant amount of a product compared with its production doing that because she is p1·essed.. to get means with which to 
here is cotning into tlJiS country, although. it may be mc:reaS(>d pay for the things- which she is buying from us, and wherever 
in some one year a little. above normal, that does not co11stitnte she cau get something that she can send over here and sell tons 
a reason for coming to Congress and asking for a duty that will to help pay for the enormous quantity of goods that she is 
operate as practicnlly an emJ:'>argo. ' buying from us in excess of what she sells us, she does it, of 

This proposed duty of 8 cents a pound would be prohibitive. course. 
Nobody contends tlwt Danish butter can be sold in this market Mr. GRONNA. I find on page 314 of the Summary of Tariff 
in competition with American butter after paying 8' cents a Infor.mation for 1920 the following: 
pound duty. I inquired of one of the witnesses who came before From 1309 to 1913 tlils country ranked twelfth among exporting 
OUl' committee if the D:mish butter was oold any cheaper than cuantri.es. Denm:trk avernged 1!>5.,530,000 pounds ; Russia, 1.:50,204,000 
American butter could be sold. lie said', "Yes; it sold in New pou.nds--
Yot·k somewhat cheaper than American butter." r asked him, Mr. SHtfMONS. The Senator does not mean to say that those 
"Why1 Was it because labor is cheaper in Denmark?" He countries n::rve been heretofore exporting to this country any 
said, "Yes, in part; and labor was cheaper in Denmark than in large amount of butter, does he? 
the United States." I asked him how about cost of feed prod- Mr. GRONNA. I could give the Senator the amount which 
nets for· the milk cnttle, comparing the Denmark cost. The has been imported into this country, but I am trying to show 
answer was that he dlcl not know exactly tbe difference in the the- possibility of other nations supplying this country with but
cost of feed products, but he s::tid that Denmnrk purchased a ter at lower prices, perhaps, than those for "Which the dairymen 
large part of these feedstuffs from the United States. of this country can produce it. 

1\Ir. STANLEY. 1\Ir. President-- Mr. SII\IMONS. Tliat possibility hn'B exited for the last 10 or 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Dees the Senator from North 20 years, but it has been a mere possibiTity during all those 

Carolina yield to the Senator from Kentucky? years. That possibility can always exist a to almost any com-
1\Ir. SIMMONS. I yield. modity that is produeed in l.n:rge quantities in any other 
Mr. STANLEY. At the time feed products were being de- country. 

rived from the distillation of spirits the great bulk of that dried Mr. GRONNA.. I should like to be permitted to finish this 
feed., dried slops, was shipped from this country to Denmark to short paragraph. I stopped with. Russia, I beliele-
feed Dani h dairy cows, as· well as enormous quantities of ship 
stuff, bran, and other mm products. Australln, n,859,000 pounds; the Netherlands, 75,133,000 pounds; 

and the United States, 4,125,00u pounds. 
l\Ir. SL\11\fO~S. Then the proposition is that we can not com~ 

pete in milk and butter products with a foreign country that 
has to come to our \e:ry doors to get feed for their cattle that 
produce the milk. The contention, 1\Ir. President, is prepos
terous. I do not wish to elaborate my argumeBt; I do not wish 
to discuss this question because I am anxiQUS that we may vote 
upon the amendments or upon as many of them as possible this 
afternoon. I desire to state to the Senate that we have entered 
into an agreement-a gentleman's agreement, I suppose it 
would be called-with the Senators on the other side that we 
are to have a vote on this measure to-morrow; but it we take 
up too much time in the discu'Bsion of the amendments we wm 
not have opl)ortunlty to discuss the main provisions of the bill. 

1\Ir. GROrrnA. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KINa in the chair). Does 

the Senator from North C rolina yield to the Senator from 
North Dakota? 

1\fr. SIMMONS. r will yield in a moment. 
So far we have been d-ealing only \'\"'ith amendments. After 

we get through with the amendments there wili necessarily 
be some general discussion as to the items in the House bfll 

The figures represent the average per year of the various coun
tries named for the four years indicated. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Most of the butter produced by Denmark has 
heretofore been exported to Great Britain. I do not think we 
have heretofore been buying any considerable quantity of butter 
from Denmark. We are buying more than usual from Den
mark at the present time. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the Senator just made a 
suggestion about trying to get through with the amendments 
to-dny. 

Mr. SIM1\IONS. Yes. 
Mr. McCUMBER. I know that there will be considerable dis

cussion of the amendments which will be offered to-morrow, 
and I wish to avoid holding a night session to-morrow night, 
because of the difficulty of keeping a quorum. 

:Mr. SIMMONS. I am in hearty sympathy with the Senator 
a-s to that. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think if we continue until 7 o'clock this 
evening that we can then be sure to get through some time to
mort'OW afternoon without holding a night session to-morrow.-
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:Mr. SIMMONS. 'I had lmc1erstooc1 that ·it was the -purpose 

of the Senator to hold the Senate together ·until 7 o~Clock to
night. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Tes. I thin'k thnt win;"&~ agreeable to both 
siues. 

l.Jr. SIMMONS. Yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. 1\lr. President, the State from which I 

come, 'Tennessee, is the laTgest dairying State in .vhat is 'known 
as the South; of course, e::x:closive of Texas. Dairying is a 
great industry in our State. Its growth in the last !few years 
under the present tariff law has been remarkable. It is a 
growth of which -we are very proud. I ·do not see how we -cotild 
ha•e increased our dairying intet•est any faster tll{ln -we 'have 
under the present law. . 

I have nere some statistics that I Bhonla. l.llie to give to the 
Senate as to the increase in the dairying interest in Tennessee 
under the present law, without any additional tariff tax: 
TENNESSEE LED AS DATilY STATEJ----6,028,000 POUt\DS OF DUTTER "U~DE I~ 

1920, GAIN OF 58 PEP. CEX:I'. 

Tennessee leads nil southern States in dniry indm;try, .according to 
C. A. Hutton. dairy speclali t of i.he dlvision o1 extension, University of 
Tennessee. 

During the year 1920, 8 new creameries began operation in Tennessee, 
making a total of 2G in operation. Approximately 6,028,000 pounds of 
but ter was made in the State during the year as compared with 3,882&34 
po.unds in 1919, or trn increase for 11)20 over 191!) of 58 per cent. The 
9 cooperative creameries mnde appraxlmaiely 2,328,000 puuntls of butter 
<!urlng the year, or 38 per cent of the total made in the entire 'StattJ. 
Crt>amery patrons received in round numbers $2,893,000 for butter fat 
for the 1920 output. Seyen of the cooperative creameries hanale<l 
l,i47 ton'S of feed for th.elr patrons at a a-vtng of $10,552. 

Eight cooperfftive cheese factories are now in operation nnil 7u,OO.O 
pounds of cheese were manufactured during 1920. These factories are 
laying the foundation fer a new industry in the South. 

Over 8,000 head of Jerse:v cattle we1·e exported !rom the Sta-te di.Il"lng 
the year for breeding and ·dairy purposes. The number of dairy cows 
in 'l'cnnessee has increased from 397.'1~4 in 1!l10 to 41'5,129 in 1920. 
A total of 250 cows from 5.0 Jersey herds are •on the register-of-merit 
test. "Tennessee leads all southern States in 'Dmnber of cows on test, as 
well as being the greatest dnh·y State •in the South. 

I desire to read the following artic1e from the Nashville 
Danner: 

TEl\NESSEE CREAMEIUI;S. 

In another column on this page is printed a table showing the nmoun.t 
of cron.mel·y butter that was manufactured during the past tour yea-rs 
l!y the creameries of Tennessee. The figures show a yery _gratifying 

i""rowth in the creamery industry. The total production in 1917 was 
,606,713 pounds. In 1.020 Jt was 6.223,725 pounds. In other words, 

the production mnltiplied nearly fourfold in four years. 
Yet the dairy indu try in ihe State is only in the beginning .of its 

development, and what is now bein;;- done is only n suggestion of its 
poss1b1llties. 

The present State dairy commissioner., Mr. W. T. Magruder, jr., who 
has furnished the sta tistics here referred to, has been earnest and 
assiduous in his attention, not to the strict duties of his office alone, 
but in -promoting an interest in dairy produ.ction. lie ha.s in this re
spect brought an intelli~ent enthusiasm to the administration of .his 
office that has been profitable jn creating a wide~rcad interest in the 
industry. 

'l'ennessec creameries w111 benr much more multipilcation still, both 
in numbers and product. There will be always an ample market for all 
they ma..v _produ.ce. The State, eepecially the central basin of Middle 
Tennessee, is admirably adapted to dairy production. l'tashville has 
four creameries that the table published to-day shows are growing and 
increasin~ their ]>roduct. One of them has recently t:,'Teatiy increased 
its facilities, and possibly the others will do likewise. 

.More creameries will r equire more dairy cattle, ana Tennessee has 
for some years had a reputation f.or its Jersey herds. 

Tile dairy industry furmshes a means by which the agricultural 
growth of the State can be greatly en11anced. Anyt1ling that will help 
the agricultural growth will add to the gE-nuine prosperity, una the 
creamery industry should, therefol'e, be greatly encouraged. "Its growth 
promises mnch for the State's pro,o-ress. 

1\.'Ir. President, if snch a condition is true of all {be :States, if 
the butter interests and the dairying interests are increasing at 
the rate of u8 per cent all over the couutry-I have not the fig
ure from other States; perhaps some are much larger, perhaps 
some are smaller-it does not seem to me that there is an emer
gency in the butter busin.ess and the dairying business. Why 
increase this tariff over 300 per cent on butter, with the dairy
ing interest in the condition that is shown by this report f1•om 
the State of Tennessee? I think an industry that is flourishing 
in the way that this i!ldustry is flourishing might well be con
tent not to raise the price of butter to the American people. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, there is one feature of this 
matter of importations "·hich Senators do not seem to take into 
consideration at all. 

Let us assume that for all of the years prior to this great 
war there was no serious competition from Denmark; and dur
ing the war. of course, there could be no competition from any
where. During this war we did not need protection against im
portations at all for anything that I can now recall, because it 
was so unsafe for any merchandise to come to this country that 
that of itself was a great protection; but this is the situation 
now, and I want Senators to look at it in that light : 

On account, we will say, of the vast infiation of money in the 
United States, the -doubling of the cost of labor in every pro
dur.tive field, the cost of proauction in the United States of a 

pound of bntter is, say, twice what it was before 1914. The 
prices, therffi:ore, have to be twice as much ns they were pr.lor 
to 1914, in order to €Ilable our people to make a living. Now, if 
the ofher countries of the world had found that their cost of 
production had increased to tll.e extent of the increase in the 
cost of production in the Unitea. States, then the same condition 
would apply everywhere, and we would have no greater danger 
of excessive importations than we had prior to the war. As a 
matter of fact, however, while our cost of production has 
doubled and trebled, in many instances, the cost of production 
in Denmark and in those otner countries is practically the same 
m· 'Very nearly the same now as it was prior to the war. The 
result i-s that our higher price opens up an enormous and valu
able field for importations ihat did not exist prior to 1914. 
Therefore, in order to protect our industries, the products of 
which cost us twice as much as they did 5 or 8 or 10 years ago~ 
we must neces~arily have a greater protection if we are going 
to protect them at all. That is the reason why we are asking, 
as an emergency ·matter, a higher tariff than we had prior to 
this war. 

·Mr. McKELL..ill. Mr. Presitient, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

1\Ir. McCUMBER. Certainly. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I ha:~.'e not the figures for the country at 

large as to increases or decreases in the dairying industry. Is 
the industry in the Senator's part of the country, in the Sen
ator'B State ana in adjoining States, in a bad way, or is it like 
it is in my State, growing and improving and J)rosperous? 
What is its condition in North Dakota, for instance? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is not prosperous to-drry. It is not 
prosperous anywhere to-dny. Of course, we do not expect any
thing to be particularly prosperous just at present, with this 
peculiar condition. 

1\.'lr. McKELLAR. Wb.at are the figures? Has there been an 
incr-ease or a decrease in the dairying interest in the Northwest 
for 1020? 

l\Ir. 1\IcCUl\IBER. I think they have kept up v-ery nearly .to 
a normal condition; lmt just at the last of the year, since July, 
these vast importations have been coming in. The makers of 
butter all O>er the wor1cl have 'found onr IU'ices so much higher 
than their home 'Prices that th~y now can come in and sell at a 
profit and still undersell the American <producer. That is the 
situation in a nutshell, and now W€ -ar.e beginning to feel 1t. 
Now the importations are coming in, not 100 per cent greater, 
but several hnn.derd per cent greater, than they ha-ve ever been 
before. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have had only one re
quest for an increase in the tariff from my State, which, as I 
say, is n great dairying State; and therefore I take it from 
these figures which I have produced, and whlch have been sent 
to me, that the dairying interest in my State is certainly in a 
prosperous condition. 

Mr. CALDER. l'Ji·. President, out of order I ask unanimous 
consent to submit a Senate resolution inquiring of the State 
Department concerning the rumors in the newspapers of the 
organization of a commission to control the Cuban sugar crop . 
I ask unanimous consent ::for its present .consideration. 

Mr. JONES of -Washington. I shall have to ask that the 
resolution gn over. 

Mr. CALDER. Then I will withdraw it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (l'.Ir. KING in the chair). 0b· 

jection is made. The question is on the amendment of the 
committee, which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The READl:XG CLERK. On page 5, after line 16, it is proposed 
to insert: 

21. Butter, and substitutes therefor, 8 cents per pound. 

1\lr. H .A.RIUSON. The St:r.l-S and nrrys hn•e beE::n or<lere<l 
on that amendment, have they not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is adYised that th~y 
have not been ordered. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask for the yeas and nnrs. 
The yeas 11.Ild nays 'vere ordered, and the reading clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
l'rlr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I transfer 

my general pair with the senior Senator 'from ·Maryland [i\fr. 
S:~nTH] to my collene,n-ue [Mr. PAGE] and \\-ill vote. I v-ote " yea." 

1\lr. EDGE (when his name was culled). Ilnving a general 
pair with the Senator from Oklahoma IMr. O""E'i], I withhold 
my vote. · 

l\1r. KNO:S: {when his name was called). I transfer my pair 
with .the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN] to 
the senior Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] autl will vote. I 
vote "yea." 

Mr. PO.l\IERENE (when his name was called). Again an
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr.. 
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CUM!nr-~s], I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from 
Tennt ~ :Ree [l\fr. SHIELDS] and will vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I transfer 
my general pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. PENROSE] to the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CUL
nERso;:-;J and will vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. \YOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer 
my pair with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON] to the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] and will vote. I vote 
"nay." 

Mr. FERNALD. I have a pair with the junior Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. JoHNSON]. On this question I understand 
that be would vote as I shall vote. I therefore feel at liberty to 
vote. I vote " yea." 

Mr. LODGE. I have a general pair with the senior Sena-
tor from Georgia [l\Ir. SMITH]. I think he has not voted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that that 
Senator has not voted. 

Mr. LODGE. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from 
Marylnnd [Mr. FRANCE], and will vote. I vote "yea." 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the senior Sena
tor from Alabama [l\lr. UNDERWOOD] is unavoidably absent. He 
is pai :·eJ. with the junior Senator from California [Mr. JonN
so ~]. IE the senior Senator from Alabama were present he 
would >Ote "nay." 

I also desire to announce that the senior Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. PITTMAN] and the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
GoRE] are absent on official business. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have a general pair with the 
junior Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH]. I transfer that 
pair to the junior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. JoHNSON], 
and will vote. I vote "yea." 

Mr. SUTHERLAND (after having voted in the affirmative). 
I have a general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. BECKHAM]. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. KENYON], and will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (after having voted in the 
negati>e). I understand from the calling of the roll that ihe 
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING] has not 
voted. I have a general pair with that Senator, which I trans
fer to the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHURST], and will 
allow my vote to stand. 

The result was announced-yeas 39, nays 20, as follows: 

Ball 
Branderiee 
Calder 
Capper 
Colt 
Curtis 
Dillingl'am 
Elkins 
Fall 
Fernald 

Dial 
Fletcher 
Gerry 
Harris 
Harrison 

YEAS-39. 
Frelinghuysen 
Gay 
Gooding 
Gronna 
Hale 
Jones, N.Mex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kellogg 
Kendrick 
Keyes 

Knox 
La Follette 
Len root 
Lodge 
McCumber 
McLean 
McNary 
Moses . 
New 
Phipps 

NAY8-20. 
Heflin Reed 
King Simmons 
Kirby Smith, S. C. 
McKellar Stanley 
Pomerene Swanson 

NOT VOTING-37. 
Ashurst Henderson Overman 
Beckham Hitchcock Owen 
Borah Johnson, Calif. Page 
Chamberlain Johnson, S.Dak. Penrose 
Culberson Kenyon Phelan 
Cummins McCormick Pittman 
Edge Myers Robinson 
France Nelson Sherman 
Glass Nt>wberry Shields 
Gore Nonis Smith, A.tiz. 

Poindexter 
Ransdell 
Sheppard 
Smoot 
Spencer 
Sutherland 
Wadsworth 
Warren 
Willis 

Thomas 
Trammell 
Walsh, Mass. 
Williams 
Wolcott 

Smith, Ga. 
Smith, Md. 
Sterling 
Townsend 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 

So the amendment of the committee was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 

next amendment. 
The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment of the com

mittee will be found on page 5, line 18. The figure " 22 " should 
be "21," and the amendment reads: 

21. Cheese, and substitutes therefor, 8 cents per pound. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. McLEAN. I move to amend the rate on cheese to an 

ad valorem equivalent of the specific duty, which will mnke it 
23 per cent ad valorem, instead of 8 cents per pound. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Connecticut 
moves to amend the committee amendment by striking out, on 
page 5, line 18, " 8 cents per pound " and inserting in lieu 
thereof " 23 per cent ad valorem." 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator if he has figured 
out whether the 23 per cent ad valorem would be less than 8 
cents per pound? 

Mr. McLEAN. The exact equivalent would be 23.2 per cent. 

Mr. HARRISON. What is the object of the amendment, 
then, if there is no difference in the rate? 

l\:Ir. McLEAN. There are so many varieties of cheese that 
it was deemed wiser on the part of parties interested in this 
schedule to specify an ad valorem rate, as it is in the existing 
tariff law. I think it is 20 per cent ad valorem in the existing 
law. 

Mr. HARRISON. Will this help the producer or the con
sumer, may I· ask the Senator from Connecticut? 

1\lr. McLEAN. Both. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend

ment to the amendment. 
The amendment to the amendment wus agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is upon 

agreeing to the committee amendment as amended, and npon 
that the Senator from No-::-th Carolina has demanded the yeas 
and nays .. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

1\fr. EDGE (when his name was called). I transfer my gen
eral pair with the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN] 
to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. PAGE] and vote" yea." 

l\Ir. GLASS (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement that I made on the last vote, I transfer my pair 
with the senior Senator from Illinois [1\fr. SHERMAN] to the 
sooior Senator from Nebraska [1\fr. HITCHCOCK] and vote 
''nay.'' 

l\Ir. KNOX ('vhen his name was called). Repeating the state
ment I made on the last vote as to my pair and its transfer, I 
vote "yea." 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). l\Iaking the same 
transfer that I made before, I vote "yea.'' 

1\lr. POMERE:r-..TE (when his name was called). Again an
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [l\lr. Cu:a.r
MINS], I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Ten
nessee [l\Ir. SHIELDS] and vote "nay.'' 

l\lr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). 1\faking 
the same announcement as before as to my pair and its trans
fer, I vote "yea.'' 

1\fr. WOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Indiana [1\Ir. WATSON] to 
the Senator from Nevada [1\fr. PITTMANl and vote "nay." 

l\lr. SMITH of South Carolina (after having voted in the 
negative). I failed to announce that my pair, the senior Sen
ator from South Dnkota [l\lr. STERLI ~a] is absent, and, making 
the sume transfer that I made before, I allow my vote to 
stand. 

Mr. WILLIAl\1S. I have a pair with the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania [1\Ir. PENROSE], which I transfer to the senior 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON] and vote" nay.'' 

Mr. FERNAI .. D. I have a general pnir with the junior Sen
ator from South Dakota [Mr. JoHNSON], which I transfer to 
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], and vote 
"yea.'' 

Mr. WARREN. Has the junior Senato-r from North Carolina 
[Mr. OVERMAN] -voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not. 
Mr. WARREN. I withhold my vote, as I have a general 

pair with that Senator. 
Mr. SMOO'J'. I desire to announce the unavoidable absence 

of the senior Senator from Michigan [l\lr. TowNSEND]. He has 
a general pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
ROBINSON]. 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the Senator from 
California [Mr. JoHNSON] is paired with the Senator from Ala
bama [1\fr. UNDERWOOD). 

The result was announced-yeas 36, nays 20, as follows : 

Ball 
Brandegee 
Capper 
Colt 
Curtis 
Edge 
Elkins 
Fernald 
Gay 

Dinl 
Fletcher 
Gerry 
GlaSs 
Harris 

Ashurst 
Beckham 
Borah 
Calder 
Chamherla.~n 

YEA.S-36. 
Gooding 
Gronnn 
Hale 
Jones, N. 1\lex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kellogg 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
Knox 

La Follette 
Len root 
Lodge 
McCumber 
McLean 
McNary 
Moses 
New 
Phelan 

NAYS-20. 
Harrison 
Heflin 
King 
Kirby 
l\1cKellar 

NOT 
Culberson 
Cummins 
Dillingham 
Fall 
France 

Pomerene 
Reed 
Simmons 
Smith, S.C. 
Stanley 

VOTING-40. 
Frelinghuysen 
Gore 
Henderson 
Hitchcock 
Johnson, Calif. 

Phipps 
Poindexter 
Ransdell 
~heppard 
Smoot 
Sprncer 
Sutherland 
W:ulsworth 
Willis 

Thomas 
Trammt>ll 
Walsh, Mass. 
Williams 
Wolcott 

.Tnhn~on, S. Dak. 
Kenyon 
McCormick 
Myers 
Nelson 
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Newberry Penrose Smith, Ariz. 
Non-is Pittman Smith, Ga. 
Overman Robinson Smith, Md. 
Owen ~herman Sterling 
Page Shields Swanson 

So the amendment of the committee 
agreed to. . 

To"Vt"nsen<l 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Watson 

as amended was 

~Ir. JO:~'ES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to state 
on the last Yote I voted, but I understand that the senior Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. SwANsoN], with whom I am paired, 
did not vote. He voted on the previous roll call and I supposed 
he was still here. I deemed it ·proper that I should make this 
statement. 

The PRESIDII\G OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next amendment. 

The AssiSTANT SEcnETARY. The next amendment of the com
mittee is on page 5, line 19, the numerals "23" sh~uld be" 22," 
and the amendment proposes to insert the following: 

22. Milk, fre h, 2 cents per gallon ; cream, 5 cents per gallon. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 

tile committee amendment 23. 
Mr. HARRISON. 1\Ir. President, the Senator from Idaho 

[l\1r. BoRAH] had an amendment to this subdivision to strike 
it out. He is not here. On agreeing to the committee amend
ment I ask for tile yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BRANDEGEE. What is the pending question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is ad-vised that '\le 

are about to yote on adopting the committee amendment num
bered 23, which is now numbered 22. 

1\Ir. POINDEXTER. Something was said by the Senator from 
Mississippi about a motion to strike it out. Is the vote to be 
taken upon a motion to strike it out or upon the committee 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. The Secretary will can the roll. 

The rending clerk proceeded to call the rolL 
Mr. FERNALD (when his name was called). Ua1."ing the 

sai:ne announcement as before, I \Ote u yea." . 
1\lr. GLASS (when his name was called). Making the same 

announcement as upon the pr~vious vote, I vote "nay." 
l\lr. LODGE (when his name was called). Making the same 

announcement of my pair and its transfer as before, I Tote 
"yea." 

Mr. PO)lERE1\'E (when his name was called). Again an
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
CUMMINs}, and the transfer of that pair to the senior Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS], I vote "nay." 
. Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (when his J?.ame was called). 

l\laking the same announcement as before, I -vote "nay." , 
1\Ir. ·wiLLl.U\IS (when his name was ~ailed). I h·ansfer my 

pair with the senior Senator frQm Pennsylvaniu [1\fr. PENROSE] 
to the senior Senator from Texas [}U.r. OULB~Rso~] and vote 
"nay." . 

lUr. WOLCOTT (when his mune '\\as called). I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. W ATSO~] to the Sen-
ator from Ne\ada [Mr. PITTMAN] and vote "nay." , 

Mr. KNOX. I again :mnounce my pair with the senior Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN]. Being UIJ,able to obtain 
a transfer, I withhold my vote. ·. . . 

Mr. JO~TES of Wasllington (after having voted in the affirma
ti\e). I have agreed to take care of the Senator from Virginia 
[l\lr. SwANSON] witll a pair for the day. Being unable to ob
tain a transfer of that pair, in his absence I withdraw my vote. 

l\lr. WARREN. I am paired with the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. OYERMAN]. In his absence, I withhold my vote. 

l\lr. SUTHERLAND. Making the same announcement that I 
did before with reference to my pair, · I transfer my pair to the 
Senator from Vermont [1\lr. PAGE] and vote "yea." 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I have a pair with the senior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON]. In his absence, I withhoJd my 
-vote. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce the following pairs: 
The Senator from Illinois [l\fr. 1\.IcCoR:ll.ICK] with the Senntol' 

from Nevada [1\Ir. HEl\-nERsoN]; 
The Senator from California [Mr. JoH:KSON] with the Senator 

from Alabama [Mr. U:rmERwoon]; and 
The Senator from Vermont [1\fr. DILLL"\'GHAJ.I] with the Sen

ator from Maryland [Mr. SMITH]. 
The result was announced-yeas 34, nays 21, as follows: 

nan 
Brandegee 
Calder 
Capper 
Colt 

Curtis 
Elkins 
Fernald 
Gay 
Gooding 

YE.AS-34. 
Gronnu 
Hale 
Jones, N. JHex: 
Kellogg . 
K endrick 

Kenyon 
Keyes 
La Follette 
Lenroot 
Lodge 

McCumber 
McLean 
McNary 
Moses 

Bor::th 
Dial 
Fletcher 
Gel'ry 
Glass 
Harris 

New 
Phipps 
Poindexter 
Ransdell 

Sheppard 
Smoot 
Spencer 
Sutherland 

. NAY8-21. 

Hal"rison 
Beilin 
King 
Kirby 
McKellar 
Phelan 

NOT 

Pomerene 
Reed 
Simmons 
Smith, S.C. 
Thomas 
Trammell 

VOTING-41. 
Ashurst Henderson Overman 
Beckham Hitchcock Owen 
Chamberlain Johnson, Calif. Page 
Culberson J" ohnson, S. Dak. Penrose 
Cummins Jones, Wash. Pittman 
Dillingham Knox Robinson 
Edge McCormick Sherman 
Fall Myers Shields 
France Nelson Smith, Ariz. 
Frelinghuysen Newberry Smith, Ga.. 
Gore Norris Smith, Md. 

So the committee amendment was agreed to. 

Wadsworth 
Willis 

Walsh, Mass. 
Williams 
Wolcott 

Stanley 
Sterling 
"Swanson 
Townsend 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Watson 

1\Ir. McCUMBER. l\fr. President, I think we want to g€t 
through with the committee amendments this afternoon. Our 
quorum seems to be rather diminishing. Therefore I move at 
this time that when the Senate takes a recess to-day it shall be 
to meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment wi11 be 

stated. 
The AssiSTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment of the ·com

mittee is No. 24, inserting lines 21, 22, and 23, on page 5, which 
should be numbered 23, as follows : · 

23. Milk1 preserved or condensed, or sterilized by heating or other 
processes, rnclucling weight of Immediate coverings, 2 cents per pound; 
sugar of milk, 5 cents per pound. 

l\fr. Sil\fJ\10NS. On this question I ask for the yeas .and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. ~ . 
l\fr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to inquire how long jt lS 

intended to keep the Senate in session? 
l\lr. McCUMBER. I think we can get through with the com-

mittee amendments in a few minutes. · 
l\1r. REED. How many more of them are there? 
l\fr. McCUMBER. I expect then to ask for a recess. I thlnk 

we can get through certainly before 7 o'clock. , 
Mr. REED. I have some remarks that I want to submit on 

the bill, and I think they will be very much shorter to-monow 
morning than if they are made to-night. I have been .at 'Work 
in the Senate and in committee since early this morning, and I 
think it is high time for an adjournment or a recess. 

l\1r. Sll\fl\101\"S. I will state to the Senator that I think there 
are only four or five more committee amendments. I do not 
imagine that it will take very long to dispose of them. Then 
there are a great many amendments offered upon the floor which 
will have to be taken np. 

1\fr. RANSDELL. I ·was just going to · ask the Senator .from 
North Dakota, in charge of the bill, if we would not have a 
chance .to offer amendments that were not reported by tl;le com
mittee? 

l\1r. l\lcCUl\1BEll. As soon as 'We get through with the com
mittee amendments, my expectation then was to give all day to
morrow to take up the other amendments and to finish the bill 
I hope the Senator will allow us to get through with the com
mittee amendments to-day. I will say frankly that the · reas~n 
why I am desirous is because I think we aU 'Yant to get through 
with the bill to-morrow, and I wish to get through with it with
out asking for a night session. We have all heen working ·rather 
late. 

l\Ir. REED. W.e might as well have a night se'"..Jon as to run 
Until 7 o'cl~k. That is to all intents and purposes a hight ses
sion. I am perfectly serious about the proposition. I want to 
make a few remarks on this buccaneering expedition before it 
is landed in port. I want to discuss the question before these 
amendments are disposed of. I think I -can do it in a much 
shorter time to-morrow morning than I can now when I am -very 
tired. 

Mr. THO~AS. l\fny I suggest to the Senator from North 
Dakota that we might take a recess until to-morrow mm'ning at 
10 o'clock? 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; it 'WOUld be impossible, as the Senator 
knows, to get n quorum here at that hour. I ask the Senator 
from Missouri if he can not go on this afternoon and discu.ss 

I 
the ·amendments? I am exceedingly anxious to get through with 
the bill. I \Vill say to the Senator if he does not want to con
tinue his remarks longer than until 7 o'clock, I will mo\e a 
recess at that titp.e. 

-



3202 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. FEBRUARY 15, 

Ur. REED. I .am not in such a hurry to pass the bill as is 
the Senator in charge of it. I see no occasion for keeping the 
Senate in session until supper time has passed. I think we 
ought to take an adjournment or a recess now. Some of us 
have work to do in committees to-morrow morning that is of 
great importance. I should like to have a reasonable amount 
of time to. take up matters that have to be considered to-morrow 
in a committee of which I happen to be a member. I have tried 
to be in the Senate, but for three weeks have been kept con
stantly in attendance upon an investigation of importance before 
the Committee on Manufactures. 

Before the bill comes to a final vote I want to have something 
to say upon it. I do not want ever to interfere with the Senator 
in char~e of the bill. I think it wholly unkind, I will not say 
unwarhmted, to try to hold the Senate here until 7 o'clock. 
The chickens of North Dakota will not suffer very greatly 
from competition with the pauper chickens abroad between now 
and to-morrow morning. There will be no great amount of 
consternation in the barnyards of North Dakota because some 
hen bas cackled over in Europe or some rooster has crowed in 
Canada. It is suggested to me by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. THOMAS] that possibly there is fear that some of the milk 
we have been discus ing this afternoon may sour between now 
and to-morrow morning. It must be remembered that if we 
do not get this tariff applied, possibly some of the calves of 
Europe may be <leprived of their usual evening stipend by 
virtue of the fact that the milk is shipped over here for some 
American baby to drink. I do not think we will lose any great 
amount of time by allowing the bill to lie over until to-morrow 
morning. 

I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 
RECESS. 

Mr. l\IcCUl\ffiEU. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis
souri withhold his motion for a moment? 

1\Ir. REED. Yes. 
Mr. McCUMBER. The ·senate has just agreed to a motion 

that when the Senate takes a recess it shall be to meet at 11 
o'clock to-morrow morning. -.As the Senator says he is not 
prepared and does not wish to go on in view of the lateness of 
the hour, will it be satisfactory to the Senator, then, that we 
recess now until to-morrow at 11 o'clock? 

Mr. REED. Very well. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Then I move that the Senate take a recess 

until to-morrow morning at 11 o'clock. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 15 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, 'Vednesday, 
February 16, 1921, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

TUESDAY, Feb·ruary 15, 1921. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., pastor of Calvary 

Methodist Episcopal Church, Washington, D. C., offered the 
following prayer : 

Our Father which art in heaven, be our Father on earth, 
for it is so hard for us to be always wise. Breathe Thy benedic
tion upon us, bear with our infirmities, and qualify us for ex
cellency of sen-ice; through Jesus Christ our Lord. .Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read antl ap
proved. 

CONTESTED ELECTIO::-< CASE, F.ARR AGAINST M'LANE. 

1\fr. DALLINGER. 1\Ir. Speaker, I am instructed by the 
Committee on Elections No. 1 to submit the unanimous report 
of that committee in the contested election case of John R. Farr 
against Patrick McLane, tenth congressional district of ·the 
State of Pennsylvani~ 

Mr. McCLINTIC. Is this a unanimous report? 
1\Ir. DALLINGER. Unanimous. 
Mr. :MANN of Illinois. Let us dispose of it. 
Mr. DALLINGER. The gentleman ·from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

McLANE] desires to be present when it is acted on. 
NO QUORUM. 

Mr. McCLINTIC. I make the point of no quorum present. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma makes the 

point of no quorum present. It is clear that there is no quorum 
present. 

Mr. MO:NDELL. I moYe a call of the House. 
The wotion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. A call of the House is ordered. The Door- 
keeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absentees, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, when the followin6 Members failed 
to answer to their names : 
Andrews, Md_ Edmonds Kennedy, Iowa Rainey, Ala. 
Andrews, Nebr. Ellsworth Kennedy, R.I. Rainey, Henry T. 
Ashbrook Emerson Kincheloe Rainey, John W. 
Bacharach Evans, Nev. Kitchin Randall, Calif. 
Baer Ferris Kleczka Riddick 
Bell Frear Kreider Riordan 
Bland, Mo. Gallagher Langley Robinson, N. C. 
Brinson Gallivan Lea, Calif. Rowan 
Britten Gandy Lesher Sanders, La. 
Brooks, Pa. Ganly Lonergan Sanford 
Brumbaugh Gard McArthur Scully 
Burroughs Godwin, N. C. McDuffie Sears 
Campbell, Pa. Goldfogle McGlennon Sells 
Candler Goodwin, Ark. Mc.Kiniry Small 
Carew Graham, Pa. McLane Smith, N. Y. 
Clark:, Fla. Hamill Maher Snyder 
Clark. Mo. Harrison Mann, S. C. Stoll 
Classon Hayden Mason Strong, Pa. 
Copley Hays Mead Sullivan 
Costello Holland Merritt Thomas 
Cullen Houghton Moon Vare 
Currie, l\fich. Hudspeth Mooney Venable 
Dale Hull, Iowa Moore, Va. Vestal 
Davey Hull, Tenn. Morin Watkins 
Dempsey Humphreys Mudd Whaley 
Dickinson, Mo. Husted . Nelson, Wis. Wheeler 
Donovan James, Mich. O'Connell White, Me. 
Dooling Johnston, N.Y. Patterson Winslow 
Doremus Kahn Pell Wise 
Douphton Kelly, Pa. Perlman Woorts, Va. 
Eagle Kendall Phelan Woodyard 

The SPEAKER. On this call 304 Members have answered to 
tl,leir names. .A quorum is present. 

1\Ir. 1\IONDELL. I move to dispense with further proceed
ings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 
HEALTH OF MEMBETIS. 

Mr. REED of New York. 1\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed for one minute with reference to the health of 
the Members of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani
mous consent -to proceed for one minute. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
1\fr. REED of New York. l\Ir. Speaker, I want to bring a 

maw~r to your attention which I think will be of interest to 
every man in this House. It is a lamentable fact that during 
this Congress we have had 14 deaths. To-day a small group 
of Congressmen have made arrangements with Walter Camp to 
speak at 7.30 to-night in the caucus room and give his famous 
lecture " The Daily Dozen." It is not neeessary for me to en
large upon the great work t~at he has done for the young man
hood of this country, and the splendid work that he Las re
cently done for the benefit of the boys in the .Army. The men 
who called this meeting are Messrs. TILSON, TREADWAY, LoNG· 
woRTH, NEw~N, and BRITTEN. You and the members of your 
family are inyited to attend the meeting. The fact that l\Ir. 
Camp will point out to you how you may keep physically fit 
ought to appeal to those of you who are interested in maintain- · 
ing your health, mental vigor, and general efficiency. 

Mr. YATES. Does this invitation include the ladles? 
1\Ir. REED . of New York. Yes; and the members of the 

family. 
Mr. 1\!.APES. At what time? 
1\fr. REED of New York. At 7.30 p. m. 

VALUATION OF THE PROPF..TITY OF CARRIERS. 
1\Ir. GOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 

present consideration of House joint resolution 472, making an 
appropriation to continue the valuation of the property of 
carriers. 

Mr. BL.A..~TOX neserving the right to object, I understand 
from the chairman of the Appropriations Committee that if this 
resolution is passed this same item of a million dollars which 
now appears in the deficiency bill will be taken out of that bill 
in conference. 

Mr. GOOD. That is correct. The deficiency bill 'vhich the 
House adopted carries an item of $1,000,000 for this purpose 
but the deficiency bill can not pass within the next few days' 
and Chairman Clark, of the Interstate Commerce Commission' 
advised the committee on yesterday that within 48 hours all of 
the funds available for the purpose will be exhausted, and i! 
this additional fund is not appropriated they will be compelJed 
to call in their men, and that will entail a considerable ex
penditure. If this joint resolution is passed, the Senate will 
unquestionably pass it to-day, and then the $1,000 000 in the 
deficiency bill will be dropped out. · ' 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-18T15:21:24-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




